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1.0  INTRODUCTION 

1.1  ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW PROCESS 

As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines, the County of 

Los Angeles  is  serving  as  “Lead Agency,”  for  the  project.    In  this  role,  the  County  of  Los Angeles 

conducted  an  Initial  Study  and  determined  that  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  should  be 

prepared.  As a result, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was circulated in October 1998 for the required 30‐

day review period.   The County’s Initial Study was also circulated with this NOP to provide additional 

information on the project to public agencies and other parties reviewing the NOP. 

The original Draft EIR was made available on October 28, 2002 through December 11, 2002 for a 45‐day 

public review and comment period as mandated by CEQA.  During the public review period, interested 

public  agencies  and  private  parties  submitted  written  comments  concerning  the  adequacy  of  the 

document  to  the County  of Los Angeles, Department  of Regional Planning.   Two public  hearings,  at 

which  time public  testimony was heard, were held before  the Los Angeles County Regional Planning 

Commission  in March and May 2003  to consider  the proposed project,  the requested entitlements, and 

the  adequacy  of  the  original Draft  EIR.   At  the  conclusion  of  these  public  hearings,  the  Los Angeles 

County Regional Planning Commission requested that issues raised by that testimony be addressed in a 

revised and recirculated Draft Supplemental EIR consistent with the procedural requirements of Section 

15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

The  Revised  Draft  EIR  was  circulated  for  a  45‐day  public  review  period  as  required  by  state  law 

beginning April 4, 2005 and running through May 18, 2005.   Comments on the Revised Draft EIR were 

accepted  through  the  final  public  hearing  in  September  2005.    The  County  of  Los Angeles  received 

written comments on  the Revised Draft EIR during  this period.   Pursuant  to Section 15088 of  the State 

CEQA Guidelines, the Lead Agency evaluated comments on environmental issues received from persons 

who  reviewed  the Draft  Supplemental  EIR  and  prepared  a written  response  addressing  each  of  the 

comments. 

On June 28, 2006 the County’s Regional Planning Commission (RPC) unanimously approved the issuance 

of a conditional use permit to authorize the construction and operation of a private school at the site, with 

a maximum of 750 students (the Project).  The RPC’s approval of the Project and certification of the EIR 

has been appealed to the County Board of Supervisors (the Board).   Moreover, in the months following 

Project  approval,  the  California  Department  of  Transportation  (Caltrans)  formally  identified  its 

requirements regarding the design, review, and approval of the recommended traffic improvements that 
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fall  under  its  jurisdiction.    Based  on  those  requirements,  the  timing  for  construction  of  intersection 

improvements associated with the Project would take place beyond the desired occupancy date. 

Given the circumstances, the Board directed preparation of an “Interim School” option that would allow 

the school to begin operation with a student population of 390 students.  This solution required the school 

to develop an  interim  traffic plan  that  fully mitigates all project‐specific  tertiary, and cumulative  traffic 

impacts,  provides  an  enhanced, measurable,  and  enforceable  busing  and/or  carpooling  program,  and 

includes  the evaluation of alternative access  routes  including but not necessarily  limited  to a one‐way 

egress  at Chesebro Road.    Based  on  the  Board’s  direction,  a  carpool/bussing  plan  and  Supplemental 

Environmental Analysis  (SEA) was prepared  to  consider operation of  the  school under  this  “Interim” 

condition, and was  circulated  for a 45‐day public  review  from October 1, 2007  through November 14, 

2007.   Responses  to comments on environmental  issues raised on  the SEA have been prepared and are 

included herein for consideration. 

The purpose of this document is to provide discussion and clarification in response to comments received 

on  the  Supplemental  Environmental Analysis  of  Proposed  Interim  School  Student Carpooling/Busing 

Plan.  The Supplemental Analysis is a focused analysis, separate from, and subsequent to, the preparation 

of the Heschel West School Environmental Impact Report (the EIR).  The SEA examines the feasibility of 

opening the Heschel West Day School (the School) for use, on a limited basis, prior to the ultimate build 

out of the School. 

1.2  COMMENTING PARTIES 

A  list  of  those  agencies,  organizations,  and  interested  parties  that  commented  on  the  Supplemental 

Analysis  is provided below.   A copy of each comment  letter, and a response to each specific comment, 

follows this list. 

a.  Local Agencies 

1. Craig A. Steele, Richards, Watson, Gershon Attorneys at Law 
Letter dated November 14, 2007 

2. County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation 
Letter Dated November 14, 2007 

b.  Interested Parties 

3. Jess Thomas, President, Old Agoura Homeowners Association 
Letter dated November 14, 2007 



2.0  PROJECT DESCRIPTION 

At the direction of the Board, the applicant has prepared an Interim School Project.   The Interim School 

Project includes a student body of 390 students and completely mitigates all project‐specific, tertiary, and 

cumulative traffic impacts.  The Interim School Project includes limited occupancy, at a maximum of 390 

students in grades pre‐K through 5th Grade and would include the development of associated buildings 

and recreational facilities described in the EIR under Phase I or Phase II.  Mitigation measures include a 

measurable  and  enforceable  busing  and/or  carpooling  program  (the  Carpooling/Busing  Plan).    The 

Carpooling/Busing Plan, as described in the SEA and outlined in Table 1 of the Traffic Impact Analysis, 

specifies inbound, outbound, and total allowable vehicle trips during each of eight specific time periods 

throughout the day.  The School will be required to comply with each of these trip cap allowances. 

The Carpooling/Busing Plan includes a monitoring program to the Interim School Project adheres to the 

vehicle  trip  limits  and  will  not  exceed  traffic  impacts  attributable  to  the  project  on  streets  in  the 

surrounding  area.    The monitoring  and  enforcement  program will  be  incorporated  into  the  project’s 

overall California  Environmental Quality Act mitigation monitoring  and  reporting  program  (MMRP).  

The monitoring program will include monthly compliance checks through random, unannounced traffic 

counts conducted over three consecutive days by a County or County‐approved  traffic consultant (Tier 

One  Count).    If  violations  are  detected  in  the  Tier One  Count,  a  follow‐up  Tier  Two  Count will  be 

performed within 15 days.  If the Tier Two Count reveals noncompliance, the School will be subject to a 

fine of $100 per vehicle trip in excess of the daily trip caps.  If, over the course of a semester, four or more 

Tier  One  Count  violations  or  two  or  more  Tier  Two  Count  violations  are  detected,  the  maximum 

permitted student enrollment for the subsequent school year will be reduced.  Further, on a yearly basis, 

prior to the start of the school year, the School shall submit a transportation management program to the 

County Department of Public Works. 

In  addition  to  the monitoring program,  two  important physical  components of  the Carpooling/Busing 

Plan include  a one‐way loop for site access, involving one‐way ingress at Canwood Street and one‐way 

egress at Chesebro Road and an alternative location for vehicular access to and from the School, along the 

east side of Palo Comado Canyon Road approximately halfway between the 101 Freeway’s northbound 

on/off ramps and the intersection of Palo Comado Canyon Road with Driver Avenue and Chesebro Road 

(the Mid‐Block Access). 

The SEA also examines the School’s most recent plans for grading in connection with the two proposed 

access routes for the School—the access proposed in the EIR, immediately north of Canwood Street (the 

Canwood  Access)  and  the  Mid‐Block  Access  described  above.    The  refined  grading  plans  for  the 
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Canwood Access  involve a 7 percent grade and  retaining walls no  taller  than 10  feet and  the grading 

plans  for  the  Mid‐Block  Access  roadway  involve  a  landscaped  sound‐attenuating  berm  along  the 

northern edge of  the  roadway, a  landscaped median wall, and a  landscaped bench drain  south of  the 

roadway. 



3.0  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES 

This  section  of  the  Final  EIR  contains  copies  of  all written  comments  received  on  the  Supplemental 

Environmental Analysis  (SEA) and  is  followed by written responses  to  these comments as required by 

California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines Section 15088. 
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3.0  Comments and Responses 

Richards Watson Gershon 

Letter Dated November 14, 2007 

Response 1 

The responses provided herein conform with the standards of CEQA, including sections 15002 and 15088 

of Title 14 of  the California Code of Regulations  (CEQA Guidelines).   The County Of Los Angeles  (the 

County) and Project Applicant have provided substantial evidence, i.e., sufficient factual information and 

basis for reasonable inferences to support the conclusions contained within the SEA.  Cal. Pub. Res. Code 

Section 21080.    In addition  to  the analysis made  in  the SEA  responses, numerous other  environmental 

analyses were performed in support of this Project to date and have been incorporated by reference SEA 

herein,  including:  (1)  the  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (October  2002);  (2)  the  Revised  Draft 

Environmental  Impact  Report  (March  2005);  (3)  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (June  2006);  (4) 

Findings  Of  Fact  Regarding  the  Final  Environmental  Impact  Report  (June  2006);  (5)  Traffic  Impact 

Analysis Report  on  Proposed    Interim  School  Student Carpooling/Busing  Plan  (March  2007);  and  the 

Traffic Impact Analysis Report on Proposed Palo Comado Canyon Road Mid‐Block Access And Interim 

390 Student School Occupancy Plan. 

Response 2 

The SEASEA is a focused analysis of the Interim School Project, which is an early phase of the ultimate 

School build‐out, capped at 390 students.  The Interim School Project includes the development of either 

the Mid‐Block Access or a one‐way loop for site access.  These access improvements are a component of, 

rather  than  a  mitigation  measure  for,  the  Interim  School  Project  and  are  included  in  the 

Carpooling/Busing Plan.  Each of these access alternatives has been determined to be a viable option for 

meeting  the  daily  vehicle  trip  limits  outlined  in  Table  1  of  the  Traffic  Impact Analysis.    These  daily 

vehicle  trip  limits  take  into account a margin of error  to account  for aberrations  in daily  trip patterns.  

Further, as outlined and described  in  the Project Description and  in  further detail  is Section 2.4 of  the 

SEA, compliance with trip limits will be rigorously monitored and enforced as described in Section 2.4 of 

the SEA.   The Carpooling/Busing Plan  itself  is a measure  to  further  reduce  the number of  trips and  to 

ensure  that no significant  traffic  impacts occur as a result of  the  Interim School Project, and require no 

additional mitigations for its implementation. 
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Response 3 

The proposed Interim School Student Carpool/Busing Plan has been designed to avoid significant traffic 

impacts  at  the  intersection  of Canwood  Street,  Palo Comado Canyon,  and  the  freeway  on/off  ramps.  

Therefore,  the  installation  of  either  a  signalized  intersection  or  roundabout  as  mitigation  at  this 

intersection is not required prior to implementation of the interim school.   

The option of providing either the signal or roundabout has not been  ʺdismissed.ʺ   Rather, one of these 

improvements must be  implemented before  future phases of the project may be developed.   The nature 

and efficacy of these measures were addressed in the Revised Draft EIR, and the implementation of these 

measures will be  fully  enforceable  through permit  conditions.   Therefore,  there has been no  improper 

ʺdeferralʺ of mitigation. 

Response 4 

Refer  to  Section  2.0,  Project  Description,  for  information  on  the  Interim  School  Project.    Refer  to 

Response  to  Comments  5  through  47  for  written  responses  to  specific  topical  issues  raised  in  this 

comment 

Response 5 

Consistent with the Board’s request and requirements of CEQA, the SEA focused on the direct physical 

changes of the interim plan on the environment.  The analysis for buildout of the school as described in 

CUP No. 98‐062 is fully evaluated in the Revised Draft EIR.  The modifications evaluated in the SEA are 

described in Section 2.0 herein, and included a reduction in the height of the manufactured slope (59 feet 

to 47 feet), area (2.38 acres to 1.80 acres), and grading volume (63,944 cubic yards to 40,302 cubic yards).  

Therefore,  the  focus of  the SEA was  to determine whether  the proposed  interim plan would cause any 

new  impacts not previously disclosed nor  increase  the  severity of  an  existing  impact  identified  in  the 

Revised Draft EIR.  

Response 6 

The  revised  grading  scheme  for  the  Canwood  access  driveway  (Exhibit  C‐1  of  the  Supplemental 

Environmental Analysis) shows a reduced aesthetic  impact compared to the project access described  in 

the Revised Draft EIR.  The manufactured slope has been reduced in height (59 feet to 47 feet), area (2.38 

acres  to  1.80  acres)  and  grading  volume  (63,944  cubic  yards  to  40,302  cubic  yards).   The photometric 

analysis in the Revised Draft EIR (Refer to Figure 4.1‐5) shows a representative depiction of visual impact 
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of the entrance road grading from the original grading concept.  The revised grading plan would have a 

somewhat reduced impact as documented in the SEA. 

The mid‐block  access,  initially  reviewed  in  the Alternative  5  analysis  of  the  Revised Draft  EIR, was 

refined in the ESA with a detailed entrance driveway grading concept.  This grading concept (Appendix 

C‐2)  provides  full disclosure  as  to  the  extent  and  character  of  the  aesthetic  impact  of  this  alternative 

access.   Furthermore, aesthetic impacts would clearly be less than those of the buildout condition given 

the reductions in slope height, grading volume, and disturbance area.  Implementation of this alternative 

would require a permit from the City of Agoura Hills; therefore, this access is subject to the Cityʹs review 

and approval. 

No other Project grading modifications are proposed as part of this supplemental review. 

Response 7 

The  ʺshelter  in placeʺ protocols apply to all phases of the Project  including the  ʺinterimʺ school project.  

The initial school construction will include a shelter‐in‐place permanent building.   The initial shelter‐in‐

place  facility  location can be  seen on Figures 2.0‐5 and 2.0‐7 of  the Revised Draft EIR Volume  I.   This 

location remains unchanged with the Interim School.   

During an emergency, the driveway to Chesebro Canyon Road would not be used to evacuate the school.  

In an emergency, the one‐way loop traffic pattern of the Interim School would not be used.  Egress from 

the school would be through Canwood Street directly to the freeway.  Therefore, the school would have 

no affect on Chesebro Canyon Road during an emergency.  It is anticipated that the Schoolʹs driveway at 

Chesebro would be used as an alternate evacuation route for Chesebro Canyon residents seeking a direct, 

uncongested, route to the freeway.  These evacuation procedures, along with emergency protocols will be 

outlined in the Schoolʹs Emergency Response Plan, as required by the County. 

Response 8 

The modified grading plan was publically available at all  times while  comments were being  solicited.  

Moreover, a  reproducible and high‐resolution  copy of  the grading plan was distributed  to  the City of 

Agoura Hills in electronic format.  The modified grading would result in the disturbance of less earth as 

discussed in Section 4.6 of the Revised Draft EIR and thus has been adequately studied under the prior 

environmental impact analysis.   
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3.0  Comments and Responses 

The City of Agoura Hills is a responsible agency for the Project and to the extent the proposed grading, 

berms,  drains  and  retaining walls would  come  under  the City’s  jurisdiction,  the County  and  Project 

Applicant would coordinate with the City to secure necessary approvals.   

The County Department of Public Works has found the access road and retaining wall to be technically 

feasible. 

Please also refer to the response to comment #6 herein. 

Response 9 

The purpose of the term traffic circle is simply to provide a colloquial reference for the reader regarding 

the general characteristics of a roundabout, since that term may be foreign, and the term ʺtraffic circleʺ is 

a more common description.  The language in the SEA is not intended to mean these two traffic control 

options as the same.  The proposed improvement is a roundabout. 

Response 10 

The measures listed in subsection 2.1 are a reiteration of the mitigation measures required of the original 

750‐student school, as  identified  in  the Revised Draft EIR.   The analysis  therein  fully compares project 

impacts  against  thresholds  of  significance  and  makes  a  determination  on  the  effectiveness  of  these 

measures in Section 4.2 of that document.   

Response 11 

The  intersections  included  in  the  traffic  study  and  SEA  are  the  same  ones  selected  by  the  County 

Department of Public Works Traffic and Lighting Division prior to the preparation of the Revised Draft 

EIR; based on the original project trip generation and traffic patterns, these  locations were  identified as 

those most likely to be impacted by the proposed school project. 

The differences in project traffic distributions between the original project and the two access alternatives 

(one‐way loop, midblock access) are fully described and explained on page 8 and in Figure 4 (page 10) of 

both  the  Revised March  2007  Interim  School  and  June  2007  Interim  School Mid‐Block Access  traffic 

studies, attached to the SEA as Exhbits A and B, respectively. 

Response 12 

The  basic purposes  of CEQA  include  the  identification  of ways which  environmental damage  can  be 

avoided and the prevention of significant, avoidable damage to the environment by requiring changes in 
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projects  through  the  use  of  alternatives  or  mitigation  measures.    See  CEQA  Guidelines 

Section 15002(a)(2‐3).  It is correct that the Project modifications have been proposed in order to limit the 

Project’s potential  environmental  impacts.   The County would point out however,  that developing or 

phasing  the Project  in a manner  that decreases or avoids significant environmental  impacts  is not only 

appropriate but  is  the primary goal of CEQA.   The Project’s phasing modifications also respond  to  the 

City’s strong concern over some of  the permanent  traffic mitigations and whether  they are compatible 

with the surrounding neighborhood. 

Mitigation  measures  are  only  required  in  response  to  significant  environmental  impacts.    Through 

variations in the Projectʹs phasing and appropriate mitigation, environmental impacts resulting from the 

Project have been  reduced  below  a  level  of  significance.   The  applicant will  implement  all  applicable 

mitigation measures  associated with  the  Interim School Plan on  schedule  and no mitigation measures 

would be improperly deferred.  

Response 13a 

In  the  context  of  discussing  the  Interim  School  Carpool/Bussing  Program,  the  ʺdrive  aloneʺ  faculty 

statement  in  the SEA was  to differentiate  faculty  trips  from any other  specific carpool or bussing  trip.  

Faculty and  staff members were not assumed  (or  required)  to participate  in any  such programs.   The 

assumption of 1.2 Average Vehicle Occupancy (AVO) for faculty/staff is consistent with the SCAG vehicle 

occupancy  averages  for  the  region,  and  represents  a  conservative  estimate  of  vehicle  occupancies  for 

typical  non‐carpool  or  high‐occupancy  vehicle  trips  (essentially,  the  1.2  AVO  means  for  every  10 

faculty/staff vehicles, a total of 12 persons are delivered). 

Response 13b 

A 20 percent drop‐off factor means that, in addition to ʺinboundʺ faculty trips, there is also an ʺoutboundʺ 

faculty  trip component equal  to 20 percent of  the  total  inbound  faculty  trips), both of which contribute 

toward the identified School trip caps.   

  Total # of Trips =  # of Inbound Trips + (# of Inbound Trips x Drop‐off Factor) + Outbound Trips 

The assumption of a 20 percent ʺdrop offʺ component for faculty is again a conservative for purposes of 

the traffic impact analyses for the Interim School project alternatives, and is based on the location of the 

proposed school in relation to the potential faculty/staff residences and the Ventura Freeway, as detailed 

on page 14 of the Interim School traffic study.  If a smaller or zero percentage were assumed, the number 

of School  trips would be  fewer  than assumed  in  the SEA, since      the number of  faculty/staff outbound 
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trips would  decrease,  reducing  the  total  number  of  School  trips,  and  presenting  a  less  conservative 

analysis assumption than is included in the SEA. 

Response 14 

Based  on  comparisons  with  other  school  monitoring  programs,  which  generally  require  trip  cap 

monitoring only during the beginning of a school term, the requirement for monthly trip monitoring  is 

aggressive.    Additionally,  the  County  or  their  selected  agent  will  be  responsible  for  collecting  the 

monitoring data.  The School is unlikely to ignore the trip cap requirements as the monitoring visits will 

be unannounced and the School will be penalized if caught.  As such, there is no incentive for the School 

to ignore the trip cap requirements.   See the project description contained in Section 2.0 for specifics of 

the carpool/busing program and associated trip cap monitoring program. 

Response 15 

As acknowledged  in  the SEA,  the project will add  incrementally  to  future vehicle delays  in  the area’s 

(unsignalized)  intersections,  although  such  incremental delays  are  less  than  significant;  and  any  such 

additional delays do not warrant installation of traffic signals. 

Since no significant traffic impacts will occur under the Interim School project, no mitigation is necessary.  

Traffic impacts and mitigation requirements for the full (750‐student) project are identified and analyzed 

in the Revised Draft EIR; alternative ʺsignalizedʺ and ʺnon‐signalizedʺ mitigation measures are provided 

in Revised Draft EIR for project buildout. 

Response 16 

Please refer to Table 5, page 69 of the Interim School traffic study, Appendix A hereto, and Table 4, page 

44 of the Interim School, Mid‐Block Access, Appendix B hereto, traffic study for the results of the analysis 

of  cumulative  impacts.    The  analysis  concluded  that  cumulative  traffic  volumes would  result  in  the 

deterioration of operating conditions at the study intersections.  Mitigation was identified in the Revised 

Draft EIR for addressing these potential cumulative impacts. 

Response 17 

Refer to Section 2.0 of the Final SEA for a description of the Interim School Plan.  The specific provisions 

of  the  Interim  School Project,  including  the monitoring  and  enforcement obligations, will be  enforced 

through  permit  conditions.   Non‐compliance with  the  program will  result  in  financial  penalties  that 

provide incentive for the School to comply.  
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Response 18 

The analyses and description of the Interim School Mid‐Block access scenario in the SEA indicate that the 

traffic signal at  the mid‐block access  location  is  integral  to  the  installation of  the new access point, and 

therefore is not a mitigation measure. 

Response 19 

The  road as  currently designed  supports bus  traffic  coming  to and  from  the Santa Monica Mountains 

Park and large trucks towing horse‐trailers and other recreational users.  The County has concurred that 

the design is sufficient to accommodate school buses. 

Response 20 

This comment fails to specify which assumptions are problematic or inconsistent with standard industry 

practice.  The carpool/bussing program proposed under the Interim School Project is designed to reflect 

the circumstances and operational characteristics of the proposed use rather  than a generic standard of 

practice.  The intent of the carpool/bussing program is to be flexible, so as to accommodate ever‐changing 

student residence locations, changes in the roadway network, and other factors.  As such, smaller student 

populations  can be  adequately  served  through  the provision of  smaller buses or  changes  to  the pick‐

up/drop‐off routes of  larger buses.   It should be noted that the trip cap  levels  identified  in the SEA are 

based on the maximum interim enrollment level of 390 students.  Smaller initial enrollment levels would 

generate fewer trips, and therefore, the average vehicle occupancies could be lower and still be within the 

allowable limits. 

Response 21 

Refer to Response No. 13a and 13b. 

Response 22 

The  statement was  to  note  that  the  SEA  analyses  utilized  the  same  ʺFuture  (2010) Without  Projectʺ 

baseline traffic conditions to evaluate the operations of the Interim School alternatives as was used in the 

analysis of  the  full  (750‐student)  enrollment  school.   Please note  the  existing  school does not utilize  a 

carpool or bussing program. 
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Response 23 

The traffic studies conducted as part of the SEA, and the Revised Draft EIR itself, acknowledge that the 

existing Liberty Canyon school site has different trip distributions from the proposed project.  However, 

the  trip distributions  for  the  full‐enrollment  school project,  as well  as  the  Interim  School  alternatives, 

were derived based on  the residence  locations of  the Liberty Canyon school students.   These residence 

locations indicate that some of these existing school site students reside in portions of the City of Agoura 

Hills west of the school, and would utilize travel paths to and from the Liberty Canyon School that pass 

through some of the study intersections.  As such, the removal of these trips is appropriate.  The existing 

Liberty Canyon School  traffic and  trip distributions are described  in detail  in Appendix A of both  the 

Interim School and Mid‐Block Access traffic studies prepared for the SEA. 

Response 24 

Data was not available for the off‐peak hours.  Where data was available, it was used in order to provide 

a more detailed assessment.  The use of this data where available resulted in a more conservative analysis 

for the off‐peak hours.  

Response 25 

The  bussing  and  carpool programs  are  an  integral part  of  the  Interim  School Project  and  there  is  no 

reason for the SEA to analyze an Interim School Scenario without such a program.  Also, CEQA does not 

mandate analysis of plans or  theoretical project components not proposed as part of  the Project or  for 

ʺcomparison purposes.ʺ   

Response 26 

As  explained  in  the  response  to  comment  #24, where data was available,  it was  incorporated  into  the 

SEA, which generally, resulted in a more conservative analysis.  

Response 27 

It  is unclear  the  real  issue  associated with  this part of  the  comment unclear.   Nevertheless,  the  ʺpeak 

hourʺ whether AM or PM, is defined as the highest four consecutive 15‐minute periods (60 minutes total) 

occurring within the larger (2 or 3‐hour) ʺpeak periodʺ.  All peak hour analyses contained in the Revised 

Draft EIR and SEA consisted of 60 minutes, not 120 minutes. 
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Response 28 

Refer to Response No. 23. 

Response 29 

Refer  to  Table  4  of  the  Traffic  Study  found  in  Appendix  A  of  the  SEA  for  the  analysis  of  local 

neighborhood impacts.  Also refer to Response 23. 

Response 30 

The methodology  used  to  calculate  the  projectʹs  impacts  to  residential  streets  is  consistent with  the 

requirements of the County Department of Public Works.  The impact formulas in the SEA are correct, in 

that  the  significance  of  an  impact  is  based  on  the  projectʹs  percentage  of  total  future  trips  (including 

project traffic), not the percentage increase from without project trips, as calculated by the methodology 

suggested by the City. 

Response 31 

The names  and  locations of  the CMP  intersections  in  the project vicinity  are described  and  shown  in 

Section 4.2 of  the Revised Draft EIR.   The Revised Draft EIR  identified  that  the  full enrollment project 

would not  significantly  impact any of  these  locations;  since  the  Interim School projects produce  fewer 

trips than the original project, their impacts at the CMP locations would be less than what is described in 

the  Revised Draft  EIR  and,  therefore, would  also  be  less  than  significant.   No  additional  analysis  is 

therefore required. 

Response 32 

Refer to Section 4.0, Cumulative Impact Methodology, of the Revised Draft EIR for a list of cumulative 

projects utilized in the analysis.  Also refer to Response 22. 

Response 33 

Refer to Section 4.0, Cumulative Impact Methodology, of the Revised Draft EIR for a list of cumulative 

projects utilized in the analysis. 
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Response 34 

The County determined an enforcement mechanism which established a $100.00 fine for each vehicle trip 

that  exceeded  a maximum  allowable  peak  hour  or  daily  trip  limit.    This was  a  reasonable  amount 

determined by the County to cover the cost of enforcement. 

Response 35 

The  0.5‐mile  radius  criterion  is  a  proximate  distance  established  by  the  County  to  link  the  project’s 

possible impacts with enhancements and fines.  Such determinations are based on common practice and 

are reasonable and permitted under CEQA. 

Response 36 

The  Interim  School  Student  Carpool/Busing  Plan  is  a  specific  program  with  specific  goals.    Trip 

calculations  are  based  upon  this  specifically  tailored  program  rather  than  on  industry  standards  of 

questionable applicability  to  the  facts and  circumstances at hand.   Please also  refer  to  the  response  to 

comment # 20. 

Response 37 

The  Interim  School  Project  was  designed  such  that  enrollment  is  capped  prior  to  installation  of 

permanent  traffic mitigation  improvements  as  required  by  Caltrans,  allowing  the  School  to  start  its 

operation  prior  to  ultimate  build  out.    The mitigation measures  outlined  in  the  SEA  are  adequate  to 

address the impacts of the Interim School Project.   

Response 38 

Refer to Response No. 11 

Response 39 

Refer to Appendix G of the Traffic Study contained in Appendix A of the SEA.   

Response 40 

Regarding  student  pick‐up  and  drop‐off  by  buses  refer  to  Table  1  in  the  Traffic  Study  found  in 

Appendix A of the SEA.   
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The  use  of  1.5  passenger  car  equivalents  (pce)  to  account  for  bus  trips  is  an  accepted  engineering 

convention.  Further, the County’s Department of Public Works, Traffic and Lighting Division, approved 

the two Traffic Impact Analyses. 

Lastly, data was already available for peak traffic trips from 7 ‐ 9 AM and for 4 ‐ 6 PM and was therefore 

utilized.   Data for “off‐peak” post‐AM and Pre‐PM hours was not available and was therefore collected 

for this analysis.  The use of available existing data in traffic analyses is accepted practice. 

Response 41 

Substantial information concerning the proposed monitoring program has been provided in the SEA, and 

the efficacy of the program has been evaluated.  Although certain details of the trip monitoring program 

may be refined, the program does not constitute improper deferral of mitigation because (1) the program 

includes  specified performance  standards  that will mitigate  the potential  traffic  impacts of  the  interim 

school  to a  level of  insignificance;  (2)  the program evidences a commitment  to meet  these performance 

standards; and  (3)  there  is a monitoring program  in place  to  ensure  compliance along with  correction 

mechanisms.  

Response 42 

As defined in Section 3.0 of the Revised Draft EIR, Phase I of the Interim School Project is to include 350 

to  390  students.   Accordingly,  the  capacity of  students of  the  Interim School Project has been  studied 

within the scope of Phase I.  The pro‐rata share of the mitigation measures described in the May 14, 2007 

letter must be paid before the issuance of building permits for the Interim School Project. 

Response 43 

The purpose of striping a left turn pocket on the southbound approach of Palo Comado at Canwood is to 

channel vehicles to a defined space while waiting for the opportunity to make a left turn.  This left turn 

pocket  does  not  change  the  operational  characteristics  of  the  intersection,  as  southbound  traffic  has 

adequate roadway width to pass stopped vehicles that are turning  left.   Therefore, the striping of a  left 

turn pocket is not mitigation for project impacts. 

Response 44 

The measures described (Palo Comado widening to accommodate southbound left‐turn and northbound 

right‐turn lanes at mid‐block access, plus the installation of a traffic signal at the mid‐block drive) are all 

included as part of the installation of the mid‐block access, and are therefore not ʺmitigation.ʺ  The effects 

of these improvements are included in the analysis of the mid‐block access intersection. 
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Response 45 

The  analyses  contained  in  the  SEA  conclude  that  there  are no project‐specific  significant  impacts,  but 

acknowledge  that  significant  cumulative  impacts, of which  the  Interim School projects are a part, will 

occur.    However,  the  cumulative  impact  mitigation  measures  are  identified,  described,  and  their 

effectiveness analyzed in Section 4.0 of the Revised Draft EIR. 

Response 46 

No new significant information has been presented within the City of Agouraʹs letter or otherwise which 

would  require  revision  and  recirculation of  the SEA  for  additional public  comment.   See Response  to 

Comment 1 herein. 
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County of Los Angeles Department of Parks and Recreation 

Letter Dated November 14, 2007 

Response 1 

This comment does not question the content or adequacy of the SEA.  No further response is required. 
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3.0  Comments and Responses 

Old Agoura Homeowners Association 

Letter Dated November 14, 2007 

Response 1 

This comment represents opinion that is not directed at the adequacy or completeness of the SEA.   The 

comment will be forwarded to the Board of Supervisors for consideration during their deliberations on 

this project. 

Response 2 

The Board of Supervisors directed  staff  to conduct an environmental assessment  for an  interim  school 

capable of  supporting a  student body of 390  students using a  traffic plan  that  incorporates bussing or 

carpool programs and considers alternative points of access.  Those requests made by the Board that did 

not involve changes to the project phasing, operation, or design are addressed outside the CEQA review 

process by the staff report or applicant presentations. 

Refer  to  Section  2.0  of  the  Final  Supplemental  EIR  for  a  description  of  the  Interim  School  Project.  

Consistent with  the Board’s  request  and CEQA  requirements,  the  SEA  focused  on  the direct physical 

changes of the interim plan on the environment.  The analysis for buildout of the school as described in 

CUP No.  98‐062  is  fully  evaluated  in  the Revised Draft EIR.   Therefore,  the  focus  of  the  SEA was  to 

determine whether  the proposed  Interim School Project would  cause any new  impacts not previously 

disclosed nor increase the severity of an existing impact identified in the Revised Draft EIR.  

Response 3 

Refer above to Response No. 2.  Operation of the interim school provides capacity for fewer students (390 

vs.  750),  incorporates  bussing  or  carpooling programs,  lessens  the  volume  of  earthwork  (63,944  cubic 

yards to 40,302 cubic yards), and reduces the depth of cuts for the access roads (59 feet to 47 feet).   For 

these  reasons,  staff  determined  that  effects  of  the  Interim  School  Project,  for  the majority  of  impacts, 

would be less than for the project at buildout.  However, the SEA focused upon the areas most likely to be 

impacted, i.e., traffic, air quality, and noise.   

Response 4a 

Refer to Section 1.0 for a description of the Interim School Project analyzed in the SEA.  Consistent with 

the direction of the Board, the grading plan has been modified to reduce the volume of earthwork, and 

depth of  cuts associated with grading  for project access.   Therefore,  the  impacts of  the  Interim School 
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3.0  Comments and Responses 

Project  are  reduced when  compared  to  the project  evaluated  in  the Revised Draft EIR  and no  further 

analysis was needed.  Refer to Response No. 3 for more information. 

Response 4b 

This  comment  is not directed at  the adequacy or  completeness of  the SEA.   The opinion noted  in  this 

comment will be forwarded to the Board for consideration during deliberations on this project. 

Response 5 

Calculation of a “Fair Share” contribution is a common means of assigning a proportionate share of the 

cost  to  fund  needed  improvements.    The  calculation  is  based  on  the  percentage  of  project  generated 

vehicle  trips  that  travel  through  an  impacted  intersection  and  the  cost  to  construct  the  identified 

improvement.  The project’s contribution to the volumes at each of the studied intersection locations can 

be found in Tables 4.2‐14(a) through 4.2‐14(c).  

Response 6 

This  comment  is not directed at  the adequacy or  completeness of  the SEA.   The opinion noted  in  this 

comment will be forwarded to the Board for consideration during deliberations on this project. 

Response 7 

This  comment  is not directed at  the adequacy or  completeness of  the SEA.   The opinion noted  in  this 

comment will be forwarded to the Board for consideration during deliberations on this project. 

Response 8 

This  comment  is not directed at  the adequacy or  completeness of  the SEA.   The opinion noted  in  this 

comment will be forwarded to the Board for consideration during deliberations on this project. 

Response 9 

Consistent with CEQA Guidelines Section 15124(b), the Revised Draft EIR identifies the objectives sought 

by  the  applicant.    This  comment  is  not  directed  at  the  content  or  analysis  of  the  SEA  so  no  further 

response is required. 
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Response 10 

This comment is beyond the scope of the SEA.  A reasonable range of feasible alternatives was identified 

in the Revised Draft EIR, which is incorporated by reference in Section 1.3 of the SEA.   

Response 11 

This comment  is beyond  the scope of  the SEA.   The  traffic consultant has continually monitored  traffic 

volumes  on  studied  roadway  segments  over  the  course  of  the  project  review  process.    For  example, 

during preparation of  the SEA  the  consultant  reviewed  the  recently approved Agoura Village Specific 

Plan  EIR  to  examine  assumptions  on  the  location  and  total  volumes  of  cumulative  project  trips  and 

compare  them against  the cumulative analysis contained  in  the Revised Final EIR.   The  findings of  the 

comparison indicated that the assumptions utilized in the Revised Draft EIR are more conservative than 

the assumptions raised in this recent environmental document. 

Response 12 

These  comments  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  SEA.   All  of  the  issues  raised  in  these  comments were 

addressed as part of the Final EIR review for the project, which is incorporated by reference in Section 1.3 

of the SEA.  Refer to Response No. 2 

Response 13 

These  comments  are  beyond  the  scope  of  the  SEA.   All  of  the  issues  raised  in  these  comments were 

addressed in the Revised Draft and Final EIR, which are incorporated by reference in Section 1.3 of the 

SEA. 

Response 14 

CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15124  requires  that  an  EIR  describe  a  project’s  technical,  economic,  and 

environmental  characteristics.   Consistent with  this directive,  the Revised Draft EIR discussed  current 

and projected future enrollment data provided by the applicant.  Refer to Section 1.0 of the Revised Draft 

EIR.  The enrollment data indicates that the majority of students attending the existing school are located 

within the Conejo Valley.  This trend is assumed to continue with the operation of the Project. 

Nothing on file with the County suggests a change in operational characteristics from those identified in 

the CUP, so it would be speculative to assume that the applicant is merging with another school.  CEQA 

Guidelines Section 15145 specifically discourages speculation in an EIR.   
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Response 15 

This comment is not directed at the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR.  The comment will be 

forwarded to the Board for consideration during their deliberations on the project. 

Response 16 

This comment is not directed at the content or adequacy of the Revised Draft EIR.  The comment will be 

forwarded to the Board for consideration during their deliberations on the project. 
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MITIGATION MONITORING PROGRAM –  Heschel School Project – 98-062 (Revised 11/19/07) 
 
INTRODUCTION The Mitigation Monitoring Program for the Heschel West School Project describes the procedures the applicant and 

others will use to implement the mitigation measures adopted in connection with the approval of the proposed project 
and the methods of monitoring such actions.  A monitoring program is necessary only for impacts that would be 
significant if not mitigated.  The following consists of a monitoring program table applicable to the Heschel West School 
Project, noting the responsible agency for mitigation monitoring, the schedule, and a list of all project-related mitigation 
measures. 

 
PURPOSE The Mitigation Monitoring Program (MMP) has been prepared in conformance with Section 21081.6 of the California 

Environmental Quality Act.  It is the intent of this program to (1) verify satisfaction of the required mitigation measures 
of the EIR; (2) provide a methodology to document implementation of the required mitigation; (3) provide a record of 
the Monitoring Program; (4) identify monitoring responsibility; (5) establish administrative procedures for the clearance 
of mitigation measures; (6) establish the frequency and duration of monitoring; and (7) utilize existing review processes 
wherever feasible. 

 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 

 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 1 Heschel West MMP (Revised) 
304-02  November 2007 

4.1 VISUAL RESOURCES     
4.1-1 Landscaping consisting of natural vegetation 

shall be placed along the southern perimeter of 
Chesebro Road, as defined on the site plan.  The 
purpose of this vegetation is to screen vistas of 
the completed project from motorists, walkers, 
and riders.  Installation of this vegetative screen 
shall occur prior to grading.  Maintenance and 
monitoring reports shall be prepared annually 
for a minimum of three years to ensure the long-
term completion of this mitigation measure. 
 

Applicant 
(Project Landscape 

Architect) 

Review of Landscape 
Plan and 

Field Verification 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to issuance of 
Grading Permits  

4.1-2 A landscape/revegetation plan shall be 
prepared by a registered landscape architect for 
review and approval by the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning and 
California Department of Fish and Game 
(CDFG) prior to the issuance of the grading 
permit.  The landscape/revegetation plan shall 
utilize indigenous plants and shall avoid 
invasive, non-native ornamentals to the 
maximum degree feasible. 
 

Project Applicant Review of Landscape 
Plan and 

Field Verification 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Grading Permits 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.1 VISUAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.1-3 The applicant shall prepare a lighting plan that 

identifies the type, layout, and luminaire 
wattage.  At a minimum the plan shall conform 
to the requirements defined below.  The County 
of Los Angeles Department of Regional 
Planning shall approve final lighting orientation 
and design. 
 
(1) Nuisance Prevention: All outdoor 

lighting fixtures shall be designed, 
located, installed and aimed downward 
or toward structures—if the light is 
effectively contained by the structure and 
no glare is visible off site—to prevent 
glare, light trespass and light pollution.  
No lights shall be directed toward nearby 
residences or open space. 

 
(2) Lighting Levels: Outdoor lighting 

installations shall be designed to avoid 
harsh contrasts in lighting levels between 
the project site and the adjacent 
properties. 

 
 • The illumination provided by 

parking lot lighting shall average 
no more than 0.05 watts/square 
foot, which equates to a lighting 
power density consistent with 
parking lots in Lighting Zone 2. 

 
 • The illumination provided by on-

site roadway lighting shall average 
no more than 0.03 watts/square 
foot, which equates to a lighting 
power density consistent with a 
two-lane roadway in Lighting Zone 
2. 

 
 • The illumination provided by on-

site walkway lighting shall average 
no more than 0.08 watts/square 
foot, which equates to a lighting 
power density consistent with 
walkways in Lighting Zone 2. 

 

Applicant Review and Approve 
Final Lighting Plan and 

Field Verification 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Departments 
of Regional Planning and 
Public Works 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Building Permits 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.1 VISUAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.1-3 
(cont’d) 

(3) Lamp Types: Metal Halide of high-
pressure sodium lamps should be used in 
all areas deemed as security risks.  Low 
wattage incandescent or compact 
florescent lamps should be used in all 
other portions of the campus. 

 
(4) Fixture Types: All outdoor lighting shall 

use cut-off luminaries with the light 
source downcast and fully shielded with 
no light emitted above the horizontal 
plane so that light sources are not visible 
to surroundings. 

 
(5) Accent Lighting: Architectural features 

may be illuminated by uplighting 
provided that the light is effectively 
contained by the structures, the lamps are 
low intensity used only to provide subtle 
lighting effects and no glare or light 
trespass is produced. 

 
(6) Security Lighting: Security lighting 

should be activated with motion sensors 
to the extent feasible. 

 

    

4.1-4 Project structures shall utilize non-reflective 
glass to avoid glare intruding onto adjacent 
residential properties. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

 Construction 
Contractor 

Review and Approval of 
Building Plans 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to issuance of 
Building Permits 

 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS     
4.2-1 Canwood Street and Chesebro Road at Driver 

Avenue and Palo Comado Canyon Road – This 
unsignalized intersection currently meets the 
County’s warrant for traffic signal installation, 
indicating that a traffic signal is necessary at this 
location to accommodate existing traffic 
volumes.  Therefore, the project should 
contribute its fair share toward installation of a 
signal. However, the intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills.  Should 
the City of Agoura Hills determine that a traffic 
signal is unacceptable, the following alternative 
“non-signalized” improvement is 
recommended: 
 
• Improve the eastbound and westbound 

approaches of this intersection (Driver 
Avenue, and Palo Comado Canyon Road, 
respectively) to install an exclusive left-turn 
lane, in addition to a shared through/right-
turn lane, in both directions.  Some minor 
roadway widening on both approaches 
within the existing rights-of-way will be 
required in order to implement this 
improvement.  The intersection will remain 
four-way stop sign controlled. 

 
• To monitor the timing of implementation, 

the applicant shall prepare annual 
enrollment reports for submittal to the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public 
Works.  This mitigation measure shall be 
implemented before enrollment reaches 660 
private school students and 20% of the total 
preschool enrollment. 

 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Payment of Fair Share 
Amount to City of 
Agoura Hills with 

Funding Verification to 
LA County Departments 

of Regional Planning 
and Public Works 

 
Review and Approve 

annual enrollment 
reports 

 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. Prior to issuance of 

Building Permits 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS (cont’d)     
4.2-2 Palo Comado Canyon Road at US 101 

Westbound Ramps – Two alternative 
improvements are proposed for this location.  
Either of these recommended improvements 
could mitigate project impacts but only the 
roundabout is authorized under CUP 98-062 to 
be implemented prior to initial occupancy of the 
school, and will provide appropriate traffic 
control for the intersection, and will 
accommodate the new project’s Canwood Street 
access location as part of an expanded 
intersection configuration. 
 
(a) Roundabout – Reconstruct the 

intersection, including all approaches, to 
install a new traffic roundabout, more 
commonly known as a “traffic circle.”  As 
proposed, the recommended roundabout 
design would include an approximately 
45- to 50-foot radius inner circle, with a 
single travel lane around the circle.  The 
roundabout would control all approaches 
to this intersection, including both the 
northbound and southbound Palo 
Comado Canyon Road approaches, the 
westbound US 101 on/off ramps, and the 
Canwood Street approach.  It is possible 
that some or all of these approaches 
would be “flared” to provide two storage 
lanes, and the minor approach from 
Canwood Street may also be “yield” sign 
controlled.  In consultation with the City 
of Agoura Hills, the final design of the 
roundabout shall be reviewed and 
approved by Caltrans and the County 
Department of Public Works, and may 
require rights-of-way in excess of that 
currently available. 

 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Review and Approve 
Project Study Report for 

intersection 
improvements 

1. LACDPW, Caltrans 
2. LACDPW, Caltrans 
3. Prior to issuance of 

Grading Permits 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS (cont’d)     
4.2-3 Chesebro Road and US 101 Eastbound Ramps at 

Dorothy Drive – This unsignalized intersection 
currently meets the County’s warrant for traffic 
signal installation, indicating that a traffic signal 
is necessary at this location to accommodate 
existing traffic volumes.  Therefore, the project 
should contribute its fair share toward 
installation of a signal.  However, if a traffic 
signal is found to unacceptable, the following 
alternative “non-signalized” improvement is 
recommended: 
 
• Re-stripe the northbound approach of this 

intersection to provide one shared left-
turn/through lane, and one shared 
through/right-turn lane.  Re-stripe the US 
101 on ramp to provide two receiving lanes.  
The right lane of the on ramp should be 
striped as a “drop lane,” which merges with 
the left lane. 

 
• To monitor the timing of implementation, 

the applicant shall prepare annual 
enrollment reports for submittal to the Los 
Angeles County Department of Public 
Works.  This mitigation measure shall be 
implemented before enrollment reaches 
80% of the proposed total (approximately 
531 of the 660 private school students). 

 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Payment of Fair Share 
Amount to City of 
Agoura Hills with 

Funding Verification to 
LA County Departments 

of Regional Planning 
and Public Works 

 
Review and Approve 

annual enrollment 
reports 

 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Caltrans 
2. LACDPW, Caltrans 
3. Prior to enrollment 

reaching 531 students 

 

4.2-4 Palo Comado Canyon Road Improvements – 
Prior to initial occupancy of the school, Palo 
Comado Canyon Road shall be improved along 
the west side to complete a 32-foot half roadway 
from Canwood Street/Chesebro Road to the 
westbound US 101 on ramp. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Field Verification 
 

Encroachment Permit 
from City of Agoura 

Hills 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. Prior to issuance of 

Building Permits 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS (cont’d)     
4.2-5 At the time a fee district for roadway 

improvements is established within the North 
Area Plan, the project applicant shall contribute 
a “fair share” amount, as determined by the fee 
structure established for the district, to fund 
widening of the Chesebro Road overpass and 
reconfiguration of the Kanan Road interchange 
consistent with the proposed circulation 
improvements identified in the Santa Monica 
Mountains North Area Plan. 
 

Project Applicant 
 

Payment of Fair Share 
Amount with Funding 

Verification to LA 
County Department of 

Regional Planning 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. At time of fee district 

establishment 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS (cont’d)     
4.2-6 Canwood Street and Chesebro Road at Driver 

Avenue and Palo Comado Canyon Road – In 
addition to Mitigation Measure 4.2-1, re-stripe 
the eastbound approach of this intersection 
(Driver Avenue) to install an exclusive left-turn 
lane, in addition to a shared through/right-turn 
lane, and restripe the southbound approach of 
the intersection (Chesebro Road) to provide an 
exclusive left-turn lane plus a shared 
through/right-turn lane. Some minor roadway 
widening within the existing right-of-way will 
be required in order to implement this 
improvement. 
 
However, if the traffic signal is not acceptable, 
the following “non-signalized” improvement is 
recommended: 
 
• In addition to the installation of the 

eastbound left-turn lane to address project 
specific mitigation, further improve the 
eastbound approach of this intersection 
(Driver Avenue) to install an additional 
through lane, for a final approach 
configuration of one exclusive left-turn 
lane, one through lane, and one shared 
through/right-turn lane.  It is likely that 
additional rights-of-way will be needed in 
order to accommodate the roadway 
widening necessary to implement this 
cumulative improvement, and the project 
shall pay its fair share toward the cost of 
acquiring any necessary rights-of-way.  The 
intersection would retain the existing four-
way, stop-sign control. 

 

Project Applicant 
 

Payment of Fair Share 
Amount to City of 
Agoura Hills with 

Funding Verification to 
LA County Department 

of Regional Planning 
and Public Works 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. Prior to issuance of 

Building Permits 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS (cont’d)     
4.2-7 Palo Comado Canyon Road at US 101 

Westbound Ramps – No additional 
improvements are necessary under the 
“roundabout” alternative improvement at this 
location, as the proposed measure will be 
adequate to reduce cumulative impacts at this 
intersection to less than significant levels.  
However, if the traffic signal improvement 
alternative is implemented, an additional 
through lane should be installed for both the 
northbound and southbound approaches, in 
addition to a new northbound left-turn lane.  
The cumulative improvement will result in a 
final intersection configuration of one left-turn 
lane, one through lane, and one shared 
through/right-turn lane for northbound traffic, 
and one left-turn lane, two through lanes, and 
one right-turn lane for the southbound 
approach.  This ultimate improvement would 
require the existing two-lane bridge crossing the 
US 101 to be widened to its full width.  The 
project is required to contribute its fair share 
funding toward this improvement. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Payment of Fair Share 
Amount to City of 
Agoura Hills with 

Funding Verification to 
LA County Departments 

of Regional Planning 
and Public Works 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. Prior to issuance of 

Building Permits if traffic 
signal alternative is 
implemented. 

 

4.2-8 Chesebro Road and US 101 Eastbound Ramps at 
Dorothy Drive – No additional improvements 
beyond the recommended project-specific 
improvement measure are necessary to address 
cumulative impacts whether the traffic signal or 
“non-signalized” improvement is selected. 
 

See MM 4.2-3 See MM 4.2-3 
 

See MM 4.2-3  



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.2 TRANSPORTATION AND ACCESS (cont’d)     
4.2-9 Chesebro Road and Palo Comado Canyon Road 

at Chesebro Road – Install a traffic signal at this 
location, which is forecast to meet warrants 
under future 2010 ambient growth conditions.  
If a traffic signal is not acceptable, re-stripe the 
intersection to provide one left-turn lane and 
one right-turn lane for the eastbound (Chesebro 
Road) approach.  Re-stripe northbound Palo 
Comado Canyon Road to add an exclusive left-
turn lane in addition to a single through lane.  
Re-stripe the westbound direction of Chesebro 
Road west of Palo Comado Canyon Road to 
provide two “receiving” lanes (one each for the 
new northbound left-turn lane and for the 
existing southbound right-turn lane from Palo 
Comado Canyon Road. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Payment of Fair Share 
Amount to City of 
Agoura Hills with 

Funding Verification to 
LA County 

Departments of 
Regional Planning 
and Public Works 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. Prior to issuance of 

Building Permits 

 

4.2-10 Chesebro Road and Laura La Plante Drive at 
Agoura Road – Install a traffic signal at this 
location, which is forecast to meet warrants 
under future 2010 ambient growth conditions. 
If a traffic signal is not acceptable, re-stripe this 
intersection to provide a left-turn only lane and 
one shared through/right-turn only lane for the 
eastbound approach, one shared left-
turn/through lane plus a right-turn lane on the 
westbound approach, and one left-turn lane 
and one shared through/right-turn lane for the 
southbound approach. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Payment of Fair Share 
Amount to City of 
Agoura Hills with 

Funding Verification to 
LA County Department 

of Regional Planning 
and Public Works 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. Prior to issuance of 

Building Permits 

 

4.3 NOISE     
4.3-1 All construction activity occurring on the 

project site shall adhere to the requirements of 
the County of Los Angeles Construction 
Equipment Noise Standards, County of Los 
Angeles Ordinance No. 11743, Section 12.08.440 
as identified in Table 4.3-3 of the Draft EIR. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During Grading and 
Construction 

 

4.3-2 All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, 
shall be in proper operating condition and 
fitted with factory standard silencing features, 
including the muffling and shielding of intakes 
and exhausts. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During Grading and 
Construction 
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4.3 NOISE (cont’d)     
4.3-3 All construction truck traffic shall avoid 

residential areas and other sensitive receptors. 
Project Applicant 

and 
Construction 

Contractor 
 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During Grading and 
Construction 

 

 

4.3-4 Construction equipment shall be turned off 
when not in direct use. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During Grading and 
Construction 

 

 

4.3-5 Sound blankets shall be used on all 
construction equipment for which use of sound 
blankets is technically feasible. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During Grading and 
Construction 

 

. 

4.3-6 Portable acoustical barriers shall be placed 
along the back property boundary of the 
adjacent residential uses during grading 
activity associated with Phase I and II of 
campus construction. 
 

Project Applicant 
and 

Construction 
Contractor 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During Grading and 
Construction 

 

 

4.3-7 All stationary and point sources of noise (e.g., 
bells amplified sound, etc.) occurring on the 
project site shall adhere to the requirements of 
the County of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 
11743, Section 12.08.390 as identified in Table 
4.3-2 of the Draft EIR, County of Los Angeles 
Exterior Noise Standards for Stationary and 
Point Noise Sources. 
 

Applicant Field Verification 1. LA County Department 
of Health Services 

2. LA County Department 
of Building and Safety 

3. During Life of Project 
 

 

4.3-8 No amplified sound shall be generated between 
the hours of 8:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M.  All school 
bells shall be oriented away from adjacent 
residential areas. 
 

Applicant Field Verification 1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. During Life of Project 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES     
4.5-1 As a means of special-status species protection, 

prior to any grading/construction activities, 
pre-grading surveys for the mariposa lily and 
morning glory shall be conducted by a qualified 
botanist.  Pre construction reports shall be 
provided to the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning. The loss of 
any such species would be mitigated through 
on-site enhancement as articulated below under 
MM 4.5-6. 
 

Applicant (Project 
Biologist) 

Review of Pre 
Grading/Construction 

Survey Findings 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction activity 

 

4.5-2 Prior to any grading/construction activities, the 
County shall install temporary fencing where 
site grading occurs adjacent to natural habitat 
to the north.  Fencing shall be maintained and 
monitored by the applicant for the duration of 
the grading/construction period.  Monthly 
reports shall be provided to the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 
 

Applicant (Project 
Biologist) 

Field Verification 
And 

Review of Monthly 
Status Reports 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction activity 

 

4.5-3 No earlier than 20 days prior to any grading 
activity that would occur during the breeding 
season, pre-construction/grading survey of the 
entire area proposed for grading/construction 
activities for any special-status bird species 
shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.  If 
nests of special-status or other protected 
migratory bird species are observed, 
construction within 100 feet shall be postponed 
or halted at the discretion of the biological 
monitor, until the nest site is vacated and 
juveniles have fledged, as determined by the 
biologist.  Implementation of this measure 
would ensure that no loss of active nests of 
either species will occur and, therefore, will 
reduce impacts on nesting birds to a less than 
significant level.  Pre construction reports shall 
be provided to the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning. 
 

Applicant (Project 
Biologist) 

Review of Pre-
Construction Survey 

Results 
And 

Field Verification 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction activity 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.5-4 Bird nests, which are state and federally 

protected, will not be disturbed during and 
following construction activities.  The 
nesting/breeding season of native bird species 
potentially nesting on the site is typically 
February through August.  In order to 
determine if active nests of bird species 
protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act 
and/or the California Fish and Game Code are 
present in the construction zone or within 300 
feet (500 feet for raptors) of the construction 
zone, the applicant shall have weekly field 
surveys conducted by a qualified biologist 
between 45 to 20 days (only) prior to 
construction activities.  If active nests are found, 
a minimum 300-foot (this distance may be 
greater depending on the bird species and 
construction activity, as determined by the 
biologist) fence barrier shall be erected around 
the nest site and clearing and construction 
within the fenced area shall be postponed or 
halted, at the discretion of the biological 
monitor, until the nest is vacated and juveniles 
have fledged, as determined by the biologist, 
and there is no evidence of a second attempt at 
nesting.  The biologist shall serve as a 
construction monitor during those periods 
when construction activities will occur near 
active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent 
impacts on these nests will occur.  In addition, 
fuel modification activities, including 
vegetation removal and pruning, will not be 
conducted during the nesting season (February 
through August). 
 

Applicant (Project 
Biologist) 

Review of Pre-
Construction Survey 

Results 
And 

Field Verification 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning, 
CDFG 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning, 
California Department 
of Fish and Game 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction activity 

 

4.5-5 Construction personnel shall be instructed on 
the sensitivity of the area.  The project applicant 
or qualified biologist will record the results of 
the recommended protective measures 
described in order to document compliance. 
 

Applicant (Project 
Biologist) 

Review of Instructional 
Material on Protection 

Measures 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction activity 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.5-6 A revegetation and maintenance plan shall be 

developed prior to the issuance of a grading 
permit by a qualified habitat restoration 
specialist acceptable to the Director of Planning, 
to be retained by the applicant, that describes 
the specific actions, tasks, and methodologies to 
address the revegetation, enhancement, and 
maintenance of revegetated or restored habitat 
areas.  The plan would specify, at a minimum, 
the following: (1) the location of revegetation 
and enhancement areas; (2) the quantity and 
species of plants to be planted as well as those 
to be removed; (3) planting procedures, 
including the use of soil preparation and 
irrigation; (4) a schedule and action plan to 
maintain and monitor the plantings for a 
minimum five-year period; and (5) a list of 
criteria (e.g., growth, native plant cover, 
survivorship) by which to measure success of 
the plantings, as well as contingency measures 
if the plantings are not successful.  This plan 
shall be approved by the County LA County 
Department of Regional Planning, National 
Park Service, and other appropriate resource 
agencies.  At a minimum, the plan will provide 
for the following replacement ratios and 
monitoring requirements: 
 

Applicant (Project 
Biologist) 

Review and Approve 
Revegetation and 
Maintenance Plan 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning, 
National Park Service, 
California Department 
of Fish and Game 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning, 
National Park Service, 
California Department 
of Fish and Game 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Grading Permits 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.5-6 
(cont’d) 

• The direct loss of needlegrass grassland 
community shall be replaced at a 2:1 ratio 
by revegetating land that currently 
supports California annual grassland 
vegetation.  The mitigation area will be 
located on site or at an alternative site 
approved by the CDFG and the 
Department of Regional Planning (LA 
County Department of Regional 
Planning).  Because of the disturbed 
nature of the on-site California annual 
grassland community and because it does 
not support Rare, Threatened, or 
Endangered species, the replacement of 
portions of this non-native grassland 
community with a native grassland 
community will not result in additional 
significant impacts. 

 
• The direct loss of purple sage-California 

sagebrush vegetation shall be replaced at a 
1:1 ratio by enhancing remaining on-site 
disturbed or degraded vegetation. 

 
• CDFG, the County of Los Angeles and the 

selected biological monitor shall approve a 
monitoring plan.  At a minimum, the plan 
shall include quarterly monitoring by a 
qualified biologist for the first three years, 
and on an annual basis for two following 
years.  During each monitoring visit, hand 
removal of non-native vegetation will be 
conducted.  Approved success criteria 
shall be based on an overall percentage of 
vegetation cover and percentage of non-
native plant species consistent with on-site 
high-quality purple sage-California 
sagebrush habitat. 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.5-7 The following measures will be required in 

order to comply with local, state, and federal 
regulations regarding impacts to ACOE, CDFG, 
NRCS, and RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 
 
(a) If determined practicable following 

review of the project plans by the Los 
Angeles County Fire Department, fuel 
modification zones shall not be closer 
than 75 feet to existing jurisdictional 
drainages. 

 
(b) Permitting as required by ACOE and 

RWQCB shall be executed pursuant to 
Section 404 of the federal Clean Water 
Act, for all impacts to “waters of the 
U.S.”  All conditions of the permits and 
certifications from these agencies that are 
designed to minimize impacts to 
biological resources and all measures to 
mitigate for the loss of jurisdictional 
habitats shall be implemented.  Prior to 
permitting, representatives of the ACOE 
must conduct a field verification, and 
subsequent certification, of the biological 
conditions, functions, (i.e., intermittent or 
ephemeral water flow) and extent of 
jurisdictional resources on the site. 

 
(c) If necessary, a Streambed Alteration 

Agreement shall be executed with CDFG 
under provisions of Section 1603 of the 
California Fish and Game Code.  All 
conditions of that agreement designed to 
minimize impacts to biological resources 
and all measures to mitigate for the loss 
of jurisdictional habitats shall be 
implemented. 

 

Project Applicant Review and Approve 
Fire/Vegetation 

Management Plan 
And 

Review ACOE and 
CDGF Permits 

And 
Field Verification 

1. Army Corps of 
Engineers, California 
Department of Fish and 
Game, and Regional 
Water Quality Control 
Board 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Grading Permits 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.5-8 In order to protect the native plant communities 

that are located within the natural open space 
areas of the site, the plants listed in Table 4.5-5 
in the Draft EIR will not be planted.  In 
addition, the landscaped areas and the fuel 
modification zone shall utilize locally 
indigenous plants to the greatest extent feasible.  
The landscaping plans for the project shall be 
reviewed by a qualified botanist and LA 
County Department of Regional Planning for 
approval prior to grading permit who shall 
recommend appropriate provisions to prevent 
other invasive plant species from colonizing 
remaining natural areas. 
 

Applicant (Project 
Biologist) 

Review Landscaping 
Plans 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Grading Permits 

 

4.5-9 The applicant will obtain a County-approved 
biological monitor to coordinate and 
periodically monitor construction activity to 
ensure that incidental construction impacts on 
biological resources are avoided or minimized.  
The monitor will be given authorization to stop 
specific construction activities if violations of 
mitigation measures or any local, state, or 
federal laws are suspected. 

Responsibilities of the monitor include: 
 

• Review/stake the construction limits in 
the field with the contractor and the 
County inspector in accordance with the 
final approved grading plan.  The limits 
shall clearly delineate the location of 
Catalina mariposa lilies, California black 
walnuts, Valley oak tree, jurisdictional 
drainages, and the preserved natural open 
space areas on site. 

 

Project Applicant Field Verification 1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction activity 
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4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.5-9 
(cont’d) 

• Prepare an instruction sheet for all 
equipment operators who will work on 
the site.  The instruction sheet shall 
include information that will be stated in 
the CDFG Streambed Alteration 
Agreement, including, but not limited to, 
nesting bird information, protection of the 
preserved jurisdictional areas from litter, 
contaminants, and debris.  Each operator 
will be required to sign an 
acknowledgment that they are aware of 
these conditions and that their violation of 
such conditions may result in their 
termination of work on the site and 
financial responsibility for correction of 
damage. 

 
• The biological inspector shall conduct 

meetings with the contractor and other 
key construction personnel to describe the 
importance of restricting work to within 
the grading limit and outside of the 
preserved areas and to emphasize the 
sensitivity of nesting birds.  The inspector 
should also discuss staging/storage areas 
for construction equipment and materials.  
The biological inspector shall investigate 
all on-site storage areas to minimize 
impacts to biological resources.  
Construction access, parking, storage of 
equipment and materials shall not occur 
within 25 feet of the dripline of any 
California black walnut or Valley oak 
trees. 

 

    



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 

 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 19 Heschel West MMP (Revised) 
304-02  November 2007 

4.5 BIOLOGICAL RESOURCES (cont’d)     
4.5-10 The construction contractor will ensure that 

temporary chain-link fencing is installed at the 
limit of grading near sensitive resources 
identified by the biological monitor.  The 
fencing will remain in place until grading and 
excavation work is complete, and will be 
removed under the direction of the biological 
inspector.  Prior to fence installation, the 
fencing contractor will be instructed to avoid 
driving on or immediately adjacent to sensitive 
biological resources, including remaining trees, 
remaining jurisdictional resources, and 
remaining natural habitats. 
 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Field Verification 1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction activity 

 

4.5-11 Where necessary, erosion control measures 
shall be constructed on the slopes below 
grading areas to prevent erosion and deposition 
of materials into areas with remaining 
California black walnut or Valley oak trees 
during grading and construction activities.  
These erosion control measures will also 
prevent silts from entering drainages. 
 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Review of Stormwater 
Pollution Prevention 

Plan 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. Prior to and during 
Grading and 
Construction Activity 

 

4.6 GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS     
4.6-1 The project design and construction shall 

incorporate and implement all of the 
recommendations in the Gorian geotechnical 
investigation dated May 1999, and all 
geotechnical recommendations developed as 
part of more detailed project design. 
 

Applicant 
(Geotechnical 

Engineer, 
Engineering 
Geologist) 

Grading Plan Check 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils Section, and 
Building and Safety 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils Section 

3. Prior to Approval of 
Final Grading Plans 

 

4.6-2 All aspects of grading, including site 
preparation, grading, and fill placement, shall 
be per the County of Los Angeles Building 
Code. 
 

Applicant 
(Geotechnical 

Engineer) 

Grading Plan Check 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils Section 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils Section 

3. Prior to Approval of 
Grading Permits and 
Verify During Grading 
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4.6 GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS (cont’d)     
4.6-3 Cut slopes may be constructed at a maximum 

gradient of 2:1.  All cut slopes or backcuts for 
retaining walls must be observed by the project 
geotechnical consultant to verify absence of 
adverse geologic conditions.  Where topsoil is 
present at the top of a cut slope, the top of the 
slope shall be “laid back” or rounded. 
 

Applicant 
(Geotechnical 

Engineer) 

Grading Plan check and 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Grading Permits and 
Verify During Grading 

 

 

4.6-4 Fill slopes may be constructed at a maximum 
gradient of 2:1.  Fill slopes shall be keyed and 
benched into firm in-place soil or bedrock.  Fill 
slope keyways shall be a minimum of 15 feet 
wide and cut to a minimum depth of 2 feet at 
the toe into competent in-place materials.  The 
keyway shall be tilted into the slope and shall 
be at least 3 feet deep at the heel (measured 
from below the slope toe elevation).  The 
keyway shall be observed by the project 
geotechnical consultant prior to placing any fill. 
 

Applicant 
(Geotechnical 

Engineer) 

Grading Plan Check 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Grading Permits and 
Verify During Grading 

 

4.6-5 All slopes will require maintenance to reduce 
the risk of erosion and degradation with time 
due to natural or man-made conditions.  Future 
performance of the slopes will depend on the 
control of the burrowing animals and 
maintenance of the brow ditches, drainage 
structures, and the slope vegetation as 
discussed below. 
 

Applicant (Landscape 
Contractor) 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. During life of project 
 

 

4.6-6 All graded or exposed natural slopes shall be 
maintained with dense, deep rooting 
(minimum 2 feet deep), drought resistant 
ground cover and shrubs or trees.  A reliable 
irrigation system shall be installed on the slopes 
where necessary, adjusted so over watering 
does not occur, and periodically checked for 
leakage.  Care shall be taken to maintain a 
uniform, near optimum moisture content in the 
slopes, and to avoid over drying, or excess 
irrigation.  Excess watering of slopes shall be 
avoided to reduce the risk of erosion and 
surficial failures.  Slopes shall not be watered 
before forecasted rain. 
 

Applicant (Landscape 
Contractor) 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. During life of project 
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4.6 GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS (cont’d)     
4.6-7 All drainage structures shall be kept in good 

condition and clean the entire length to the 
outlet.  Final grading of the site shall provide 
positive drainage away from slopes, and water 
shall not be allowed to pond or gather in a 
slope area.  Burrowing animals, particularly 
ground squirrels, can destroy slopes; therefore, 
where present, immediate measures shall be 
taken to evict them. 
 

Applicant 
(Geotechnical 

Engineer) 

Grading Plan check and 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. During life of project 
 

 

4.6-8 On-site materials obtained from excavations 
may be used as fill soils.  Fill soils shall be free 
of all deleterious materials including trash, 
debris, organic matter, and rocks larger than 6 
inches.  Fill soils shall be placed in thin uniform 
lifts not exceeding 10 inches of uncompacted 
thickness, brought to 2% over the optimum 
moisture content, and compacted to a 
minimum of 90% relative compaction.  The 
need for import fill is not anticipated.  
However, if needed, sources of import fill shall 
be approved by the project geotechnical 
consultant prior to transport of materials to the 
site. 
 

Applicant 
(Geotechnical 

Engineer) 

Field Verification 1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. Prior to and During 
Grading and 
Construction Activity 

 

4.6-9 Remedial grading in the form of removals and 
recompaction is recommended to prepare all 
building pad areas and those locations where 
cut slopes are required near a landslide.  Within 
areas of settlement sensitive structures and 5 
feet beyond, removal operations must remove 
any highly compressible upper native soils.  
Where fill thickness varies significantly or a 
transition condition exists under a structure, 
additional removals as recommended in the 
Gorian geotechnical investigation shall be 
performed to reduce the potential for 
differential movement. 
 

Applicant 
(Geotechnical 

Engineer) 

Grading Plan check and 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. Prior to and During 
Grading and 
Construction Activity 

 

4.6-10 Structures built as part of the project shall be 
designed in accordance with the seismic design 
factors in the latest version of the Uniform 
Building Code. 
 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Building Plan Check 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. Prior to issuance of 
Building Permits 

 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.6 GEOTECHNICAL HAZARDS (cont’d)     
4.6-11 Expansion tests shall be performed at the finish 

grade materials at the conclusion of grading for 
each building pad area. 
 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Grading Plan check and 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

2. LACDPW, Geology/ 
Soils, Building and Safety 
Division 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Grading Permits and 
Verify During Grading 

 

 

4.6-12 Positive drainage shall be consistently provided 
and maintained away from all structures.  
Drainage shall not be changed creating an 
adverse drainage condition. 
 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Building Plan Check 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During life of project 
 

 

4.6-13 Landscape watering shall be held to a 
minimum.  Sprinkler systems shall be 
maintained and plumbing leaks shall be 
immediately repaired so the subgrade soils 
underlying or adjacent to the structures do not 
become saturated.  Trees shall be spaced so that 
roots will not extend under foundations or 
slabs. 
 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Building Plan Check 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During life of project 
 

 

4.6-14 Water shall not be allowed to pond or 
accumulate around the pool decking allowing 
water migration into the subgrade.  All pool 
hardware fittings shall be adequately water 
tight, and caulking shall be maintained between 
hardscape joints, and the interfaces between the 
hardscape and the adjoining house. 
 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Building Plan Check 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During life of project 
 

 

4.6-15 Information regarding the care and 
maintenance of improvements located on 
expansive soils shall be passed on to future 
owners of the property. 
 

Project Applicant  1. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

2. LACDPW, Building and 
Safety Division 

3. During life of project 
 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.7 FIRE SERVICES AND HAZARDS     
4.7-1 Concurrent with the issuance of building 

permits, the applicant shall pay the Los Angeles 
County Fire Department Developer Fee in effect 
at that time based on actual building area. 
 

Project Applicant Submit Receipt to LA 
County DRP Verifying 

Fee Payment 

1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning, LA 
County Fire Department 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning, 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Building Permits 

 

 

4.7-2 The site plan for the proposed project shall 
provide sufficient capacity for fire flows of 
5,000 gallons per minute at 20 pounds per 
square inch residual pressure for a five-hour 
duration for educational units and uses with a 
floor plan in excess of 35,000 square feet, or 
such other fire flow required by the County fire 
department. 
 

Project Applicant Verification of Required 
Fire Flows 

1. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

2. LACDPW 
3. Prior to Issuance of 

Occupancy Permits 

 

4.7-3 Prior to framing, access, hydrants, and water 
supply shall be provided to comply with 
Section 902 of the Fire Code, which requires all 
weather access. 
 

Project Applicant Field Verification 1. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

2. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Building Permits 

 

 

4.7-4 Vehicular access must be provided and 
maintained serviceable to all required fire 
hydrants throughout construction. 
 

Project Applicant Field Verification 1. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

2. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Building Permits 

 

 

4.7-5 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the 
development shall comply with County 
Building and Safety Code and Fire Code 
requirements associated with the provision of 
adequate site vehicular access (County Fire 
Code 10.207), and fire prevention and 
suppression. 
 

Project Applicant Receipts of Wildfire 
Fuel Modification Plan 

and 
Field Verification 

1. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

2. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Occupancy Permits 

 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.7 FIRE SERVICES AND HAZARDS (cont’d)     
4.7-6 Prior to Issuance of Building Permits, the 

project shall satisfy all conditions of approval 
for vehicular and fire department access. 

Project Applicant Field Verification 1. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

2. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Building Permits 

 

 

4.7-7 The applicant shall install fire department 
approved street signs and building numbers 
prior to issuance of occupancy permits. 
 

Project Applicant Field Verification 1. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

2. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Occupancy Permits 

 

 

4.7-8 The Fire/Vegetation Management Plan 
prepared for the project shall be reviewed and 
approved by the fire department Prior to 
Issuance of Building Permits. 
 

Project Applicant Review Fire/Vegetation 
Management Plan 

1. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

2. LA County Fire 
Department, LACDPW 

3. Prior to Issuance of 
Building Permits 

 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 

 

Impact Sciences, Inc. 25 Heschel West MMP (Revised) 
304-02  November 2007 

4.8 AIR QUALITY     
4.8-1 Develop and implement a construction 

management plan, as approved by the County, 
which includes the following measures 
recommended by the South Coast Air Quality 
Management District (SCAQMD), or 
equivalently effective measures approved by 
the SCAQMD: 
 
a. Configure construction parking to 

minimize traffic interference. 
 
b. Provide temporary traffic controls during 

all phases of construction activities to 
maintain traffic flow (e.g., flag person). 

 
c. Schedule construction activities that 

affect traffic flow on the arterial system 
to off-peak hours to the degree 
practicable. 

 
d. Re-route construction trucks away from 

congested streets. 
 
e. Consolidate truck deliveries when 

possible. 
 
f. Provide dedicated turn lanes for 

movement of construction trucks and 
equipment on and off site. 

 
g. Maintain equipment and vehicle engines 

in good condition and in proper tune as 
per manufacturers’ specifications and per 
SCAQMD rules, to minimize exhaust 
emissions. 

 
h. Suspend use of all construction 

equipment operations during second 
stage smog alerts.  Contact the SCAQMD 
at 800/242-4022 for daily forecasts. 

 
i. Use electricity from power poles rather 

than temporary diesel- or gasoline-
powered generators. 

 

Project Applicant Plan Check 1. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

2. LA County Department 
of Regional Planning 

3. During Grading and 
Construction 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.8 AIR QUALITY (cont’d)     
4.8-1 
(cont’d) 

j. Use methanol- or natural gas-powered 
mobile equipment and pile drivers 
instead of diesel if readily available at 
competitive prices. 

 
k. Use propane- or butane-powered on-site 

mobile equipment instead of gasoline if 
readily available at competitive prices. 

 

    

4.8-2 Develop and implement a dust control plan, as 
approved by the County, which includes the 
following measures recommended by the 
SCAQMD, or equivalently effective measures 
approved by the SCAQMD: 
 
a. Apply approved non-toxic chemical soil 

stabilizers according to manufacturers’ 
specification or other measures agreed to 
by the City to all inactive construction 
areas (previously graded areas inactive 
for four days or more). 

 
b. Replace ground cover in disturbed areas 

as quickly as possible. 
 
c. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or 

apply approved soil binders to exposed 
piles (i.e., gravel, sand, dirt) according to 
manufacturers’ specifications. 

 
d. Water active grading sites at least twice 

daily. 
 
e. Suspend all excavating and grading 

operations when wind speeds (as 
instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 miles per 
hour. 

 
f. Provide temporary wind fencing 

consisting of 3- to 5-foot barriers with 
50% or less porosity along the perimeter 
of sites that have been cleared or are 
being graded, if necessary. 

 

Project Applicant and 
Construction 

Contractor 

Review and Approval 
of Fugitive Dust 
Control Plan and 
Field Inspection 

1. AQMD 
2. AQMD 
3. Prior to Issuance of 

Grading Permit 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.8 AIR QUALITY (cont’d)     
4.8-2 
(cont’d) 

g. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or 
other loose materials are to be covered or 
should maintain at least 2 feet of 
freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical 
distance between top of the load and the 
top of the trailer), in accordance with 
Section 23114 of the California Vehicle 
Code. 

 
h. Sweep streets at the end of the day if 

visible soil material is carried over to 
adjacent roads (recommend water 
sweepers using reclaimed water if 
readily available). 

i. Install wheel washers where vehicles 
enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved 
roads, or wash off trucks and any 
equipment leaving the site each trip. 

 
j. Apply water three times daily or 

chemical soil stabilizers according to 
manufacturers’ specifications to all 
unpaved parking or staging areas or 
unpaved road surfaces. 

 
k. Enforce traffic speed limits of 15 miles 

per hour or less on all unpaved roads. 
 
l. Pave construction roads when the 

specific roadway path would be utilized 
for 120 days or more. 

 

    

4.8-3 Painting contractors shall utilize low ROC 
content paints and solvents.  The following 
SCAQMD website lists manufacturers who 
supply interior and exterior low or zero ROC 
paints: http://www.aqmd.Gov/business/ 
brochures/zerovoc.htm. 
 

Project Applicant  1. AQMD 
2. AQMD 
3. Prior to Issuance of 

Building Permits 

 



Mitigation Monitoring Program 
 

Mitigation Measures/Conditions of Approval 

Party Responsible for 
Implementing 

Mitigation Monitoring Action 

1. Enforcement Agency 
2. Monitoring Agency 
3. Monitoring Phase Status 
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4.9 HYDROLOGY AND WATER QUALITY     
4.9-1 Final drainage plans shall be prepared to 

ensure that no significant flooding would occur 
during or after site development.  These plans 
shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the City 
of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works. 
 

Project Applicant Approval of Drainage 
Plans 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, LACDFCD 
2. LACDPW, LACDFCD 
3. Prior to Issuance of 

Grading Permit 

 

4.9-2 Final grading plans shall be prepared to ensure 
that no significant erosion or sedimentation 
would occur during or after site development.  
These plans shall be prepared to the satisfaction 
of the Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works. 
 

Project Applicant Review and Approval 
of Final Grading Plans 

and 
Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, LACDFCD 
2. LACDPW, LACDFCD 
3. Prior to Issuance of 

Grading Permit  

 

4.9-3 The applicant shall satisfy all applicable 
requirements of the NPDES program in effect at 
the time of project construction to the 
satisfaction of the Los Angeles County 
Department of Public Works.  These 
requirements include preparation of a Standard 
Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan containing 
structural treatment and source control 
measures appropriate and applicable to the 
project. 
 

Project Applicant Review and Approval 
of Standard Urban 

Storm Water Mitigation 
Plan 
and 

Field Verification 

1. LACDPW, LACDFCD 
2. LACDPW, LACDFCD 
3. Prior to Issuance of 

Grading Permit and 
During Life of Project 

 

 INTERIM SCHOOL     
 The applicant shall prepare a vehicle trip-

monitoring program to ensure that the 
Carpool/Bussing Program developed as part of 
the Interim School will adhere to the vehicle 
trip limits identified therein.  The monitoring 
program shall include, at a minimum, the 
following: 

• Monthly traffic counts at entrance(s) 
and exit(s) of the school; 

• Unannounced “spot checks” on 
monthly basis noting trips counts and 
documentation of arrival and 
departure times; 

• Monetary penalties for non-
compliance 

 

Project Applicant Field verification 
 

Review and Approval 
of monthly and annual 

reports 

1. LACDPW 
2. LACDPW 
3. During Life of Project 

 

 



FINDINGS OF FACT AND REGARDING THE FINAL ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT REPORT AND 
STATEMENT OF OVERRIDING CONSIDERATIONS FOR HESCHEL WEST SCHOOL 

County Project No. 98-062 
Conditional Use Permit No. 98-062 

 
Section I 
Introduction 

The following findings of fact are based on the information contained in the Final Environmental Impact Report for 
the Heschel West School (the "Applicant") and additional facts found in the complete record of proceedings. 

 
As defined by Section 15050 of the California Environmental Quality Act (CEQA) Guidelines (State CEQA 
Guidelines), the County of Los Angeles is serving as “Lead Agency” and is therefore responsible for preparing the 
EIR for the proposed project. In accordance with the requirements of the California Environmental Quality Act 
(CEQA), the County of Los Angeles conducted a preliminary review of the application for the proposed Heschel 
West School Project.  As a result, a Notice of Preparation (NOP) was prepared and circulated by the County of Los 
Angeles in October 1998 for the required 30-day review period.  The County’s Initial Study was also circulated with 
this NOP to provide additional information on the project to public agencies and other parties reviewing the NOP. 

The original Draft EIR was made available on October 28, 2002 through December 11, 2002 for a 45-day public 
review and comment period as mandated by CEQA.  During the public review period, interested public agencies and 
private parties submitted written comments concerning the adequacy of the document to the County of Los Angeles, 
Department of Regional Planning. 

Two public hearings, at which time public testimony was heard, were held before the Los Angeles County Regional 
Planning Commission (RPC) in March and May 2003 to consider the proposed project, the requested entitlements, 
and the adequacy of the original Draft EIR.  At the conclusion of these public hearings, the RPC requested that 
issues raised by that testimony be addressed in a revised and recirculated EIR consistent with the procedural 
requirements of Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

A Revised Draft EIR (RDEIR) was subsequently circulated in March 2005 for a 45-day public review and comment 
period. 

The topics evaluated in the RDEIR were based on the County’s initial study review of the project, considerations of 
responses to the NOP prepared for the proposed project, and the concerns raised in the 2003 public hearings.  Given 
those considerations, the RDEIR considered the following environmental topics: 

 
• Visual Resources 
• Transportation and Access 
• Noise 
• Human Health 
• Biological Resources 
• Geotechnical Hazards 
• Fire Services and Hazards 
• Air Quality 
• Hydrology and Water Quality 

 
The RDEIR evaluated the environmental impacts of the proposed Heschel West School project and the related 
discretionary actions by the County of Los Angeles.  As described in Section 2.0, Project Description, of the 
RDEIR, the Applicant requested a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) to authorize the phased construction, operation, 
and maintenance of a private preschool, elementary, and middle school (grades pre-K through 9) for up to 750 
students in the A-1-5 Zone.  The requested CUP would also authorize a grading permit to be issued for the amount 
of earthwork necessary to develop the property as proposed, consistent with the definition of a grading project under 
Section 22.08.070 of the Los Angeles County Planning and Zoning Code.  Table 1 provides a summary of the 
Heschel West School proposed project building characteristics. 
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Table 1 
Project Characteristics 

 
 

Building 
Reference 

 
 

Type of Use  

 
Number of 

Stories 

 
Size/ 

Floor Area 
A Auditorium  One Story 14,295 sq. ft. 
B Cafeteria/Multi-Purpose One Story 14,410 sq. ft. 
C Library/Multi-Media/Administration Two Story 16,320 sq. ft. 
D Classrooms Two Story 35,730 sq. ft. 
E Sanctuary One Story 8,000 sq. ft. 
F Gymnasium/PE Lockers Two Story 26,095 sq. ft. 
G Classrooms Two Story 32,680 sq. ft. 
H Library/Storage/Teacher Lounge Two Story 11,470 sq. ft. 
I Preschool One Story 7,450 sq. ft. 
 Total Building Area  166,450 sq. ft. 

 
Source: Jack Hollander & Associates, Inc., May 2003 and 2005 RDEIR. 

 
The County of Los Angeles, serving as Lead Agency, prepared this RDEIR to serve as the environmental review 
document for Responsible Agencies, as defined by the State CEQA Guidelines.  As described on page 2.0-1 of the 
RDEIR, Responsible Agencies for this project will likely include the South Coast Air Quality Management District 
(SCAQMD), United States Army Corps of Engineers (ACOE), California Department of Fish and Game (CDFG), 
Regional Water Quality Control Board (RWQCB), Caltrans, and the City of Agoura Hills. 

 
Following the close of the public review period by the RPC on September 7, 2005, the County of Los Angeles 
prepared responses to all written and oral comments made during the public review period and during the three RPC 
Hearings (May 25, June 15, and September 7, 2005), consistent with the requirements of Section 15088 of the State 
CEQA Guidelines.  Pursuant to Sections 15081 and 15132 of the State CEQA Guidelines, the County of Los 
Angeles prepared a Final EIR for the project consisting of the RDEIR, revisions to the RDEIR found in the Final 
EIR document, all comments received on the RDEIR, responses to those comments, and the mitigation monitoring 
and reporting program (hereinafter "2006 EIR").   
 
On June 28, 2006, RPC unanimously approved the issuance of a CUP to authorize the construction and operation of 
a private school at the site, with a maximum of 750 students (the Project).  The 2006 EIR certified by RPC found 
that two alternate mitigation measures, a roundabout and a five-way traffic signal, could fully mitigate the 
cumulative traffic impacts caused by the build-out of this school and other developments approved by the City of 
Agoura Hills and other jurisdictions in that region.  The RPC's approval of the Project and certification of the 2006 
EIR was appealed by the City of Agoura Hills, the Old Agoura Homeowners Association and the Applicant to the 
County Board of Supervisors (“the BOS”).   
 
In the months following Project approval, Caltrans formally identified its requirements regarding the design, review 
and approval of the recommended traffic improvements that fall within its jurisdiction.  Based on those 
requirements, the timing for construction of intersection improvements associated with the Project would take place 
beyond the desired occupancy date. 
 
Given the circumstances, at the January 23, 2007 hearing before the BOS, the BOS directed preparation of an 
interim traffic plan option that would allow the school to begin operation with a student population of 390 students.  
There were no comments or new matters raised at the January 23, 2007 hearing that were not already covered in the 
responses to comments received on the RDEIR.  No letters were received at or subsequent to the January 23, 2007 
hearing.     
 
Through the BOS’s January 23, 2007 resolution, incorporated herein by reference, the Applicant was instructed to 
work with staff and other interested parties and public agencies to perform the following: 

1.  Develop an interim traffic plan for a student body of no more than 390 students that fully mitigates all 
project-specific, tertiary, and cumulative traffic impacts, provides an enhanced, measurable, and 
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enforceable busing and/or carpooling program and includes an evaluation of alternative access routes 
including but not necessarily limited to one-way ingress at Canwood Street and one-way egress at 
Chesebro Road; 

 
2.  Perform any and all additional environmental assessment required by the California Environmental 

Quality Act and make the interim traffic plan and additional environmental documentation available 
for public review for a period of not less than 45 days and direct staff to prepare appropriate responses 
to comments and the final environmental documentation; 

 
3.  Prepare and recommend to this Board a modified grading concept to the Board that meets all County 

standards and includes a redesign of the Canwood Street entrance that more fully preserves the natural 
topography of the ridgeline; 

 
4.  Produce photometric and sight-line analyses, elevations, building renderings, and landscape plans, 

make these graphics available to interested members of the community, and prepare for 
recommendation to this Board a modified set of design and landscape standards that will preserve the 
semi-rural/equestrian character and existing architectural aesthetic of Old Agoura; 

 
5.  Create a preliminary emergency response planning checklist for inclusion in the conditions of the 

conditional use permit that ensures the future development and regular updating of a comprehensive 
emergency response and evacuation plan that will establish clear lines of communication between 
parents, school officials, community members and emergency responders and ensure that the school's 
operations do not interfere with an orderly evacuation of the surrounding community should one 
become necessary; 

 
6.  Improve the school's noise attenuation plan and recommend changes to the permit conditions that 

eliminate wherever possible potentially disruptive noises. Including but not limited to loudspeakers, 
school bells and other amplified devices; 

 
7.  Work with the City of Agoura Hills to develop a set of standard minimum conditions for any 

temporary use permits approved for this site; 
 
8.  Work with the appropriate conservation and public park agencies to secure final documentation 

verifying the respective agency's willingness to receive the deed restricted conservation easement and 
land dedication that are shown on the approved Exhibit A and submit this documentation to the Board 
prior to May 22, 2007; and 

 
9.  Immediately repair and continually maintain all exterior fencing on the property so as to prevent 

trespassing and perform this work in a manner that preserves the existing character of the Old Agoura 
community. 

 
The Applicant has worked with staff and other interested parties and public agencies and completed the tasks as 
outlined in the Board of Supervisor's January 23, 2007 resolution.  
 

Pursuant to the Board of Supervisor's January 23, 2007 resolution, a carpool/busing plan and Supplemental 
Environmental Analysis (SEA) was prepared to consider operation of this school under the interim traffic 
plan condition.  The carpool/busing plan and SEA was made available on October 1, 2007 through 
November 14, 2007 for a 45-day public review and comment period in accordance with the Board of 
Supervisor's motion.  Responses to comments on environmental issues raised on the SEA were prepared in 
accordance with Section 15088.5(f)(1) of the State CEQA Guidelines and circulated on November 16 
through November 26, 2007.  The 2006 EIR, the Supplemental Environmental Analysis, and a revised 
Mitigation Monitoring Program are collectively referred to as the Final EIR. 

Section II 
Summary of Findings Regarding the Potentially Significant Environmental Effects of the Proposed Project 
 
A. Environmental Effects Found to be Less than Significant 
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1. Human Health 
 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 
 
The EIR fully evaluated potential impacts related to human health on pages 4.4-1 through 4.4-21.  This section of 
the EIR addresses potential impact related to the Calabasas Landfill and its proximity to the proposed site for the 
Heschel West School.  

 
The Heschel West School project site is located approximately 0.75 mile southwest of the Calabasas Landfill. The 
County of Los Angeles has issued Conditional Use Permit No. 5022-5 for operation of the landfill.  The Calabasas 
Landfill complies with all federal, state, and local regulations governing the operations of landfills.   

 
Federal regulations regarding solid waste include the Resource Conservation and Recovery Act of 1976 (RCRA), 
the Solid Waste Disposal Amendments of 1980, and the Hazardous and Solid Waste Amendment of 1984.  Federal 
regulations regarding water quality include Part 258 of Title 40, Code of Federal Regulations and the Clean Water 
Act.  State regulations covering water quality requirements for landfills are contained in Division 2 of Title 27, 
California Code of Regulations.  Regulations pertaining to public health and safety include those governing handling 
of hazardous waste, landfill gas migration, vector control, and site security are found in Sections 20870, 29019.5, 
20810, and 20530 of Title 27, California Code of Regulations.  The Los Angeles County Department of Health 
Services, which is the Local Enforcement Agency (LEA) for the California Integrated Waste Management Board, 
oversees Solid Waste Facilities Permit No. 19-AA-0056. 

 
These permits regulate all aspects of landfill operation and closure including: design of the facility, the nature and 
type of waste accepted, the amount of waste accepted, the type of cover material applied to the landfill cells and 
when it is applied, the configuration of landfill cells (i.e., height, width, compaction) water quality and air quality 
monitoring.  For example, a drainage network has been implemented at the landfill to control runoff and prevent 
ponding on the landfill deck.  This will reduce the amount of water that percolates into the landfill and the amount of 
storm water runoff from entering Chesebro Creek. It is highly unlikely that construction workers, students, or faculty 
of the proposed school would be exposed to contaminants contained in surface water at any appreciable level.  This 
is based on the fact that no uses are proposed near the creek, the limited periods of time when surface water flow 
occurs in the unnamed drainage, and the small contribution of this flow relative to the overall volume of runoff that 
enters into Chesebro Creek from the larger watershed.  Additionally, the subwatershed of the project site is disjunct 
from that of the landfill providing a physical and elevational separation.  (See, for example, RDEIR pages 4.4-11 
through 4.4-18.)  

 
Groundwater protection measures are also implemented at the landfill to prevent leachate from polluting the 
groundwater table. A subsurface barrier system was constructed to prevent contaminants from percolating below the 
landfill. The subsurface barrier system also includes extraction wells and groundwater monitoring wells.  There are 
also seven liner systems at the landfill to impede the migration of groundwater off the landfill site.  While not all 
portions of the landfill are constructed with the liner system, all future areas of the landfill will be excavated prior to 
refuse placement to construct a liner system.  The County Sanitation Districts compares down-gradient water quality 
to historic background water quality to assess any changes in groundwater quality conditions.  Future samples will 
also be compared to the data on file to determine if the landfill is affecting groundwater quality.  Although 
groundwater monitoring has detected contaminants in local groundwater down gradient of barriers #2 and #5, the 
project site is sufficiently far away from the landfill to avoid contamination.  Moreover, the detected levels have 
shown a statistically significant decreasing or neutral trend in concentrations down-gradient of the landfill, which 
indicates natural attenuation is occurring.  Students and faculty would not be exposed to contaminants because the 
drinking and irrigation water used on site would be supplied by the Las Virgenes Municipal Water District.  

 
Correspondence from the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (dated August 20, 2002) indicates that the 
Calabasas Landfill has never accepted non-regulated nuclear waste from Rocketdyne labs and the landfill is not 
permitted to receive any radioactive waste.  The landfill has operated detectors at each weigh scale since 1983 to 
detect the presence of radioactive materials and ensure such waste is not accepted.  Furthermore, the presence of soil 
serves as a barrier to alpha and beta particles emitted by naturally decaying isotopes.  Consequently, students and 
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faculty members would not be subject to a significant health risk as a result of exposure to any naturally occurring 
radionuclide that might be present in groundwater in the vicinity of the property. In the event dewatering is 
necessary during construction of Phase 1, the Applicant would obtain a separate National Pollutant Discharge 
Elimination System (NPDES) Permit for groundwater discharge from the Regional Water Quality Control Board 
(RWQCB). Conditions on the permit include water quality sampling and appropriate means of treatment, if 
necessary. 

 
The ambient air quality around the landfill site is within the background ranges experienced in the South Coast Air 
Basin.  This suggests that the landfill is not directly affecting air quality in the area.  The flare station and 
microturbines on the landfill are designed to operate and meet all pertinent air quality regulations established by the 
South Coast Air Quality Management District (SCAQMD) and testing of the flare station indicates that this facility 
is operating within the permit limits.  To control dust resulting from landfill activities, the Sanitation Districts have 
prepared a dust emissions plan approved by the SCAQMD.  Dust is minimized through the continuous use of water 
trucks and the construction of barriers near active landfill cells and revegetation is also used on areas of the landfill 
that are no longer active. 

 
The evaluation of human health risk associated with the proximity of the project site to the Calabasas Landfill, and 
not associated with air quality, is a site-specific issue that is not influenced by other development projects.  As such, 
there are no cumulative impacts to human health. 

 
Findings 

 
The Regional Planning Commission finds that the project will not have a significant adverse impact on human 
health. 

 
The project site is approximately 0.75 mile from the Calabasas Landfill.  The landfill design contains a variety of 
physical measures that limit potential environmental effects associated with operation of this facility, including 
surface water controls, groundwater protection mechanisms, landfill gas collection systems, and fugitive dust 
management programs.  These systems have proven effective in limiting the risks to human health and the 
environment associated with operation of this facility.  Due to the presence of these mechanisms and the distance of 
the project site from this facility, no significant human health risk is anticipated. 

 
The risk assessment prepared by the Sanitation Districts of Los Angeles County (dated August 2005) evaluated 
potential risks to both human and ecologic receptors from groundwater contamination, including contamination that 
may volatilize to the soil and/or air from landfill operation.  The preliminary findings of this risk assessment indicate 
that there are no risks to human health or the environment in the study area.   

 
B. Environmental Effects Discussed in the EIR Which Can Be Avoided or Substantially Lessened to 

Less Than Significant Levels 
 
2. Traffic and Access 
 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 

 
An evaluation of the traffic impacts of the proposed project is found on pages 4.2-1 through 4.2-48 of the EIR.  The 
comprehensive traffic impact analysis completed for the project is found in Appendix 4.2 of the EIR.  The 
methodologies used in this study for the analysis and evaluation of traffic operations at each study intersection are 
based on Traffic Impact Analysis Report Guidelines issued by the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works 
dated January 1997. Using the Critical Movement Analysis (CMA) methodology and other methodologies, the 
analysis incorporated a detailed evaluation of traffic conditions at five intersections in terms of Level of Service 
(LOS).   

 
The uses associated with the proposed Heschel West School would generate approximately 2,638 daily trips, of 
which 720 would occur in the A.M. peak hour, 508 would occur in the school P.M. peak hour, and 79 would occur 
during the normal P.M. peak hour. This level of trip generation is expected to significantly impact three of the study 
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intersections during one or more of the peak periods under consideration, prior to mitigation.  These intersections are 
as follows: (1) Canwood Street and Chesebro Road at Driver Avenue and Palo Comado Canyon Road; (2) Palo 
Comado Canyon Road at U.S. 101 westbound ramps; and (3) Chesebro Road and U.S. 101 eastbound ramps at 
Dorothy Drive.  No significant impacts are anticipated to occur on any of the nearby neighborhood streets or to any 
of the Los Angeles County Congestion Management Program (CMP) monitoring intersections or freeway segments.  
In addition, no roadway segment impacts will occur as a result of the project.  With implementation of 
recommended mitigation measures, all project-related impacts will be reduced to less than significant levels. 
 
Introduction of traffic generated by cumulative development in the project vicinity will result in significant impacts 
at all five of the studied locations prior to mitigation.  These intersections are as follows: (1) Canwood Street and 
Chesebro Road at Driver Avenue and Palo Comado Canyon Road; (2) Palo Comado Canyon Road at U.S. 101 
westbound ramps; (3) Chesebro Road and U.S. 101 eastbound ramps at Dorothy Drive; (4) Chesebro Road and Palo 
Comado Canyon Road at Chesebro Road; and (5) Chesebro Road and Laura La Plante Drive at Agoura Road.  
These significant cumulative impacts can be mitigated to less than significant levels through implementation of the 
recommended improvements, funded in part by the Applicant’s payment of a “fair share” contribution towards the 
cost of additional long-term intersection and freeway ramp improvements, some of which are currently  proposed by 
the City of Agoura Hills. (See RDEIR page 4.2-46, referencing the EIR prepared in connection with the City of 
Agoura Hills General Plan Update.)  
 
The “fair share” payment for mitigation of project contributions to cumulative traffic impacts at area intersections 
will be determined through a cooperative effort between the County Department of Public Works and City of 
Agoura Hills.  Payment of the agreed-upon fees will be made to the City of Agoura Hills as required by Condition 
22 of Conditional Use Permit No. 98-062-(3).  The school must also install various traffic mitigation measures at the 
school's sole expense. 
 
While most of the study intersections are under the jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills, the intersection of Palo 
Comado Canyon Road/U.S. 101 northbound ramps/Canwood Street is under the jurisdiction of the California 
Department of Transportation (Caltrans).  While the City of Agoura Hills and the County of Los Angeles 
Department of Public Works will be consulted during the final design process for any intersection improvements 
approved for this location, Caltrans has the ultimate authority with regard to design and implementation of such 
improvements. Condition 30a of Conditional Use Permit No. 98-062-(3) provides for the City of Agoura Hills 
participation in the approval process for the improvements at this location. 
 
The school would also schedule weekend special events that could draw as many as 1,500 persons.  A weekend 
special event analysis indicates that these events could result in a total of approximately 600 vehicles arriving or 
departing the project site. This could create significant impacts on Saturdays at the project access location of Palo 
Comado Canyon Road and the westbound U.S. 101 ramps/Canwood Street under the “arrival” traffic scenario, and 
significant impacts on Saturdays and Sundays for the “departure” traffic scenario.  However, the magnitudes of 
these weekend impacts are substantially less than the magnitudes of typical weekday peak-hour impacts.  Moreover, 
Conditions 30k through n of Conditional Use Permit No. 98-062-(3) place restrictions on the number and timing of 
special events.  Included is a requirement to prepare a special event management plan and obtain a Temporary Use 
Permit  when an event is predicted to generate the need for more than the 400 parking spaces that will be available 
on the project site. These requirements are intended to mitigate circulation and parking management issues 
associated with special events. 
 
Additional facts to support the findings below are found in the record of proceedings for the project. 

 
Findings 

 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the Regional 
Planning Commission finds that the project’s incorporation of the following mitigation measures, which are 
discussed in the RDEIR at pages 4.2-34 through 4.2-36, and 4.2-44 through 4.2-46, will avoid or reduce the 
transportation and circulation impacts to a less than significant level. 
 
Canwood Street and Chesebro Road at Driver Avenue and Palo Comado Canyon Road (Project-Specific 
Impacts) 
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4.2-1 This unsignalized intersection currently meets the County’s warrant for traffic signal installation, indicating 

that a traffic signal is necessary at this location to accommodate existing traffic volumes.  Therefore, the 
project should contribute its fair share toward installation of a signal. However, the intersection is under the 
jurisdiction of the City of Agoura Hills.  Should the City of Agoura Hills determine that a traffic signal is 
unacceptable, the following alternative “non-signalized” improvement is recommended: 

 
• Improve the eastbound and westbound approaches of this intersection (Driver Avenue, and Palo Comado 

Canyon Road, respectively) to install an exclusive left-turn lane, in addition to a shared through/right-turn 
lane, in both directions.  Some minor roadway widening on both approaches within the existing rights-of-
way will be required in order to implement this improvement.  The intersection will remain four-way stop-
sign controlled.   

 
• To monitor the timing of implementation, the Applicant shall prepare annual enrollment reports for 

submittal to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  This mitigation measure shall be 
implemented before enrollment reaches 660 day school students and 20 percent of the total preschool 
enrollment.   

 
Palo Comado Canyon Road at US 101 Westbound Ramps (Project-Specific Impacts) 
 
4.2-2 Two alternative improvements were proposed for this location.  Either of these recommended 

improvements could mitigate the project specific impacts anticipated from the establishment of the school.  
The mitigation measure for this intersection impact shall be implemented prior to initial occupancy of the 
school, and will provide appropriate traffic control for the intersection, and will accommodate the new 
project’s Canwood Street access location as part of a revised intersection configuration. 

 
(a) Roundabout – Reconfigure the intersection, including all approaches, to install a new traffic 

roundabout, more commonly known as a “traffic circle.”  As proposed, the recommended roundabout 
design would include an inner circle with a radius of approximately  50 feet and a single travel lane 
around the circle.  The roundabout would control all approaches to this intersection, including both the 
northbound and southbound Palo Comado Canyon Road approaches, the westbound US 101 on/off 
ramps, and the Canwood Street approach.  It is possible that some or all of these approaches would be 
“flared” to provide two storage lanes, and the minor approach from Canwood Street may also be 
“yield” sign controlled.  The final design of the roundabout shall be reviewed and approved by 
Caltrans and the County Department of Public Works, and may require rights-of-way in excess of that 
currently available.  

 
(b) Traffic Signal – Reconfigure the intersection to include the Canwood Street approach as part of an 

overall intersection geometry, and install a new traffic signal at this intersection.  Re-stripe the 
westbound Canwood Street approach to provide one shared left-turn/through lane and one exclusive 
right-turn lane.  The southbound approach of Palo Comado Canyon Road would be re-striped to 
provide one left-turn lane (to Canwood Street), one through lane, and one right-turn only lane.  Widen 
and re-stripe the westbound US 101 off ramp to provide an additional right-turn only lane, to 
accommodate the project traffic U-turn movement directly onto Canwood Street.  

 
 The traffic signal will operate on a three-phase cycle, with the westbound approaches of the westbound 

US 101 off ramp and Canwood Street having separate phases.  Special traffic signal heads will be 
installed to prevent confusion to drivers entering the intersection, and signal timing and phasing will be 
designed to prevent vehicles from becoming “trapped” within the intersection. 

 
The "roundabout" alternative was suggested by Caltrans during preliminary reviews of the initial traffic study.  
Caltrans has recently been exploring the roundabout interchange design, and has installed roundabouts at several 
freeway ramp/surface street intersections throughout the State.  Although the original "traffic signal" mitigation 
proposal was found feasible by Caltrans, the characteristics of this intersection prompted Caltrans to request analysis 
of a roundabout design. 
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The decision regarding the appropriate mitigation alternative to be installed at the Palo Comado and US-101 
ramp/Canwood Street location ultimately rests with Caltrans.  The Regional Planning Commission has rejected the 
traffic signal on testimony from the City of Agoura Hills.  Although Canwood Street is within the City of Agoura 
Hills, Caltrans has jurisdiction over the intersection pursuant to access-control provisions of its freeway agreement 
with the City.  However, Caltrans will not make a final decision without the direct input from the City of Agoura 
Hills.  Current discussions with Caltrans indicate that the roundabout designs for the intersection mitigation could 
fully address the project's impacts and could be feasibly constructed within existing rights of way.  However, it is 
Caltrans policy that no decision will be rendered until the project requiring the mitigation measure has been 
approved and an application for an encroachment permit to construct the proposed mitigation has been filed.  At that 
time, Caltrans will conduct the necessary engineering studies to determine what intersection design to install.   
 
Chesebro Road and US 101 Eastbound Ramps at Dorothy Drive (Project-Specific Impacts) 
 
4.2-3 This unsignalized intersection currently meets the County’s warrant for traffic signal installation, indicating 

that a traffic signal is necessary at this location to accommodate existing traffic volumes.  Therefore, the 
project shall contribute its fair share toward installation of a signal.  However, if a traffic signal is found to 
unacceptable by the City of Agoura Hills, the following alternative “non-signalized” improvement is 
recommended: 

 
• Re-stripe the northbound approach of this intersection to provide one shared left-turn/through lane, and one 

shared through/right-turn lane.  Re-stripe the US 101 on ramp to provide two receiving lanes.  The right 
lane of the on ramp should be striped as a “drop lane,” which merges with the left lane.   

 
To monitor the timing of implementation, the Applicant shall prepare annual enrollment reports for 
submittal to the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  This mitigation measure shall be 
implemented before enrollment reaches 80 percent of the proposed total (approximately 531 of the 660 day 
school students). 

 
Palo Comado Canyon Road Improvements (Project-Specific and Cumulative Impacts) 
 
4.2-4 Prior to initial occupancy of the school, Palo Comado Canyon Road shall be improved along the west side 

to complete a 32-foot half roadway from Canwood Street/Chesebro Road to the westbound US 101 on-
ramp. 

 
Chesebro Road Overpass (Cumulative Impacts) 
 
4.2-5 At the time a fee district for roadway improvements is established within the North Area Plan, the project 

Applicant shall contribute a “fair share” amount, as determined by the fee structure established for the 
district, to fund widening of the Chesebro Road overpass and reconfiguration of the Kanan Road 
interchange consistent with the proposed circulation improvements identified in the Santa Monica 
Mountains North Area Plan. 

 
Canwood Street and Chesebro Road at Driver Avenue and Palo Comado Canyon Road (Cumulative Impacts) 
 
4.2-6 In addition to the traffic signal improvements described previously to address project-specific impacts, re-

stripe the eastbound approach of this intersection (Driver Avenue) to install an exclusive left-turn lane, in 
addition to a shared through/right-turn lane, and restripe the southbound approach of the intersection 
(Chesebro Road) to provide an exclusive left-turn lane plus a shared through/right-turn lane.  Some minor 
roadway widening within the existing right-of-way will be required in order to implement this 
improvement. 

 
However, if the traffic signal is not acceptable, the following “non-signalized” improvement is 
recommended: 
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In addition to the installation of the eastbound left-turn lane to address project specific mitigation, further 
improve the eastbound approach of this intersection (Driver Avenue) to install an additional through lane, 
for a final approach configuration of one exclusive left-turn lane, one through lane, and one shared 
through/right-turn lane.  It is likely that additional rights-of-way will be needed in order to accommodate 
the roadway widening necessary to implement this cumulative improvement, in which case the project 
would have to pay its "fair share" toward the cost (if any) of acquiring such rights-of-way.  The intersection 
would retain the existing four-way, STOP-sign control. 

 
Palo Comado Canyon Road at US 101 Westbound Ramps (Cumulative Impacts) 
 
4.2-7 No additional improvements at this location are necessary under the “roundabout” alternative, as the 

proposed measure will be adequate to reduce cumulative impacts at this intersection to less than significant 
levels.  However, if the traffic signal alternative is selected instead, an additional through lane should be 
installed for both the northbound and southbound approaches, in addition to a new northbound left-turn 
lane.  The traffic signal alternative would result in a final intersection configuration of one left-turn lane, 
one through lane, and one shared through/right-turn lane for northbound traffic, and one left-turn lane, two 
through lanes, and one right-turn lane for the southbound approach.  The traffic signal alternative would 
also require the existing two-lane bridge crossing the US 101 to be widened, and the project would be 
required to contribute a "fair share" of the costs associated with this alternative improvement. 

 
Chesebro Road and US 101 Eastbound Ramps at Dorothy Drive (Cumulative Impacts) 
 
4.2-8 No additional improvements beyond the recommended project-specific improvement measure are 

necessary to address cumulative impacts, whether the traffic signal or “non-signalized” improvement is 
selected. 

 
Chesebro Road and Palo Comado Canyon Road at Chesebro Road (Cumulative Impacts) 
 

4.2-9 Pay a "fair share" of the costs associated with installing a traffic signal at this location, which is forecast to 
meet warrants under future 2010 ambient growth conditions.  However, if a traffic signal is not acceptable, 
pay a "fair share" of the costs associated with the following measures: a) re-striping the intersection to 
provide one left-turn lane and one right-turn lane for the eastbound (Chesebro Road) approach; b) re-
striping northbound Palo Comado Canyon Road to add an exclusive left-turn lane in addition to a single 
through lane; and c) re-striping the westbound direction of Chesebro Road west of Palo Comado Canyon 
Road to provide two “receiving” lanes (one each for the new northbound left-turn lane and for the existing 
southbound right-turn lane from Palo Comado Canyon Road). 

 
Chesebro Road and Laura La Plante Drive at Agoura Road (Cumulative Impacts) 
 

4.2-10 Pay a "fair share" of the costs associated with installing a traffic signal at this location, which is forecast to 
meet warrants under future 2010 ambient growth conditions.  If a traffic signal is not acceptable, pay a "fair 
share" of the costs associated with re-striping this intersection to provide a left-turn only lane and one 
shared through/right-turn only lane for the eastbound approach, one shared left-turn/through lane plus a 
right-turn lane on the westbound approach, and one left-turn lane and one shared through/right-turn lane for 
the southbound approach. 

 
3. Noise 

 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 

 
An evaluation of the potential noise impacts associated with this project is found on pages 4.3-1 through 4.3-26 of 
the EIR. 
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The proposed project would generate noise during both construction and operation.  Noise levels generated during 
the construction stages would be temporary and would primarily affect adjacent sensitive uses.  All construction 
activity must comply with construction noise restrictions imposed by Section 12.08 of the County Code.  Project 
compliance with these Code provisions, along with implementation of mitigation measures outlined in the EIR, 
would reduce construction noise impacts to less than significant levels. 

 
On an operational basis, roadway noise generated by project traffic is predicted to increase by approximately 0.5 
dB(A).  Noise generated by on-site activity such as children playing or school bells would be well below the 
requirements of the Los Angeles County Noise Ordinance for daytime conditions.  Besides evening educational 
activities, nighttime events would consist of graduation night, or similar periodic events.  No nighttime athletic 
events would occur, and restrictions on the use of bells or amplified sounds are provided in the EIR as mitigation.  
Consequently, project operation would not result in a significant point-source noise impact to adjacent land uses. 

 
Finally, the EIR evaluated the cumulative impact of the project based on methodology outlined on RDEIR page 4.3-
1 of the EIR, and the acoustical analysis contained in Appendix 4.3.  As stated therein, the cumulative analysis is 
based upon either a list of past, present, and probable future projects or a summary of projections contained in the 
County’s General Plan. Development of the proposed project would not audibly increase noise levels along affected 
roadway segments.  Consequently, the project would not contribute to any future increase in noise levels that may 
occur as a result of cumulative development.  As such the noise level increase along studied roadway segments 
would not generate a significant cumulative impact.  An approximation of the combined effect of stationary and 
point source project specific noise on a nearby receptor would exceed 45 dB(A) Leq no longer than 30 minutes 
within any one-hour period.  Consequently, no significant cumulative noise impacts are anticipated with school 
operation. 

 
Additional facts to support the findings below are found in the record of proceedings for the project. 

 
Findings 

 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the Regional 
Planning Commission finds that the project’s incorporation of the following mitigation measures, which are 
discussed in the EIR, will avoid or reduce impacts related to noise conditions to a less than significant level.   
 
4.3-1 All construction activity occurring on the project site shall adhere to the requirements of the County of Los 

Angeles Construction Equipment Noise Standards, , as set forth in Section 12.08.440 of the County Code, 
and as identified in Table 4.3-3 of the EIR. 

 
4.3-2 All construction equipment, fixed or mobile, shall be in proper operating condition and fitted with factory 

standard silencing features, including the muffling and shielding of intakes and exhausts. 
 
4.3-3  All construction truck traffic shall avoid residential areas and other sensitive receptors to the extent 

feasible. 
 
4.3-4 Construction equipment shall be turned off when not in direct use. 
 
4.3-5 Sound blankets shall be used on all construction equipment for which use of sound blankets is technically 

feasible. 
 
4.3-6 Portable acoustical barriers shall be placed along the project site's common boundary with adjacent 

residential uses during grading activity associated with Phase I and II of campus construction. 
 
4.3-7 All stationary and point sources of noise (e.g., bells amplified sound, etc.) occurring on the project site shall 

adhere to the requirements of the County of Los Angeles Ordinance No. 11743, Section 12.08.390 as 
identified in Table 4.3-2 of the EIR, County of Los Angeles Exterior Noise Standards for Stationary 
and Point Noise Sources.   
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4.3-8 No amplified sound shall be generated between the hours of 8:00 P.M. and 8:00 A.M.  All school bells 
shall be oriented away from adjacent residential areas. 

  
4. Geotechnical Hazards 
 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 
 
The EIR fully evaluated potential impact related to geotechnical hazards on pages 4.6-1 through 4.6-16.  This 
section of the EIR addresses potential impacts related to the condition of on-site soils and the geology of the area in 
relation to potential seismic events.  The proposed project would result in the construction and occupancy of school 
children and faculty, and therefore has the inherent potential to subject persons to ground shaking-related hazards.  
By incorporating recommendations of the geotechnical engineering study and complying with the Uniform Building 
code (UBC) and County of Los Angeles Building Standards, project impacts related to seismic hazards would be 
less than significant. 

 
Finally, the EIR evaluated the cumulative impact of the project based on methodology outlined on pages 4.0-1 
through 4.0-2.  As stated therein, the cumulative analysis is based upon a list of past, present, and probable future 
projects.  Geotechnical and soil resources are site-specific conditions that are not cumulative in nature.  Because the 
development of each site in the project area within the County would have to be consistent with applicable County 
of Los Angeles requirements and the adopted Uniform Building Code as it pertains to protection against known 
geologic hazards, geological impacts of cumulative development would be less than significant. 

 
Additional facts to support the finding below are found in the record of proceedings for the project. 
 
Findings 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the Regional 
Planning Commission finds that the project’s incorporation of the following mitigation measures, which are 
discussed in the EIR, will avoid or reduce impacts related to soils and geologic conditions to a less than significant 
level. 
 
General 
 
4.6-1 The project design and construction shall incorporate and implement all of the recommendations in the 

Gorian geotechnical investigation dated May 1999, and all geotechnical recommendations developed as 
part of more detailed project design. 

 
Grading-Related Impacts 
 
4.6-2 All aspects of grading, including site preparation, grading, and fill placement, shall conform with relevant 

provisions of the County of Los Angeles Building Code. 
 
4.6-3 Cut slopes may be constructed at a maximum gradient of 2:1.  All cut slopes or backcuts for retaining walls 

must be observed by the project geotechnical consultant to verify absence of adverse geologic conditions.  
Where topsoil is present at the top of a cut slope, the top of the slope shall be “laid back” or rounded. 

 
4.6-4 Fill slopes may be constructed at a maximum gradient of 2:1.  Fill slopes shall be keyed and benched into 

firm in-place soil or bedrock.  Fill slope keyways shall be a minimum of 15 feet wide and cut to a minimum 
depth of 2 feet at the toe into competent in-place materials.  The keyway shall be tilted into the slope and 
shall be at least 3 feet deep at the heel (measured from below the slope toe elevation).  The keyway shall be 
observed by the project geotechnical consultant prior to placing any fill. 

 
4.6-5 All slopes shall be maintained so as to reduce the risk of erosion and degradation with time due to natural 

or man-made conditions.  In particular, burrowing animals shall be controlled and brow ditches, drainage 
structures, and the slope vegetation shall be maintained in good condition.   
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4.6-6 All graded or exposed natural slopes shall be maintained with dense, deep rooting (minimum 2 feet deep), 

drought-resistant ground cover and shrubs or trees.  A reliable irrigation system shall be installed on the 
slopes where necessary, adjusted so over-watering does not occur, and periodically checked for leakage.  
Care shall be taken to maintain a uniform, optimum moisture content in the slopes, and to avoid over 
drying, or excess irrigation.  Excess watering of slopes shall be avoided to reduce the risk of erosion and 
surficial failures.  Slopes shall not be watered before forecasted rain. 

 
4.6-7 All drainage structures shall be kept in good condition and clean the entire length to the outlet.  Final 

grading of the site shall provide positive drainage away from slopes, and water shall not be allowed to pond 
or gather in a slope area.  Burrowing animals, particularly ground squirrels, can destroy slopes; therefore, 
where present, immediate measures shall be taken to evict them. 
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Differential Fill and Settlement/Landslides 
 
4.6-8 On-site materials obtained from excavations may be used as fill soils.  Fill soils shall be free of all 

deleterious materials including trash, debris, organic matter, and rocks larger than 6 inches.  Fill soils shall 
be placed in thin uniform lifts not exceeding 10 inches of uncompacted thickness, brought to 2 percent over 
the optimum moisture content, and compacted to a minimum of 90 percent relative compaction.  The need 
for import fill is not anticipated.  However, if needed, sources of import fill shall be approved by the project 
geotechnical consultant prior to transport of materials to the site. 

 
4.6-9 Remedial grading in the form of removals and recompaction is recommended to prepare all building pad 

areas and those locations where cut slopes are required near a landslide.  Within areas of settlement 
sensitive structures and 5 feet beyond, removal operations must remove any highly compressible upper 
native soils.  Where fill thickness varies significantly or a transition condition exists under a structure, 
additional removals as recommended in the Gorian geotechnical investigation shall be performed to reduce 
the potential for differential movement.   

 
Seismic Hazards 
 
4.6-10 Structures built as part of the project shall be designed in accordance with the seismic design factors in the 

latest version of the Uniform Building Code. 
 
Expansive Soils 
 
4.6-11 Expansion tests shall be performed at the finish grade upon conclusion of grading for each building pad 

area. 
 
4.6-12 Positive drainage shall be consistently provided and maintained away from all structures.  Drainage shall 

not be changed creating an adverse drainage condition. 
 
4.6-13 Landscape watering shall be held to a minimum.  Sprinkler systems shall be maintained and plumbing leaks 

shall be immediately repaired so the subgrade soils underlying or adjacent to the structures do not become 
saturated.  Trees shall be spaced so that roots will not extend under foundations or slabs. 

 
4.6-14 Water shall not be allowed to pond or accumulate around the any pool decking (which could otherwise 

allow water migration into the subgrade).  All pool hardware fittings shall be adequately water tight, and 
caulking shall be maintained between hardscape joints. 

 
4.6-15 Information regarding the care and maintenance of improvements located on expansive soils shall be 

passed on to any future owners of the property. 
 
5. Fire Services and Hazards 
 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 
 
An evaluation of the Project's potential impacts on fire protection services is found on pages 4.7-1 through 4.7-23 of 
the EIR. 

 
The County of Los Angeles Fire Department will be responsible for fire protection and emergency medical service 
to the project area.  Adherence to applicable codes and requirements during construction would reduce the potential 
for fire hazards at the site during construction to below the threshold of significance.  The potential for interference 
with emergency vehicles traveling through the area is considered small given the periodic and short-term nature of 
any construction-related traffic resulting from the development, and with the implementation of the required 
construction management plan.  No significant impacts are expected with the use of flagmen and other standard 
construction traffic practices. 
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The site is located within an existing service area and the Department estimates the response time to the project at 
four minutes (for primary response).  This equals the National Fire Protection Association (NFPA) Standard No. 
1710’s goal in response to a primary call for service.  Paramedics should arrive within eight minutes per NFPA 
1710.  Based on the above, and with payment of the developer fee required as part of the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department Development Fee Program, the potential for impact on response times is considered to be less than 
significant. 

 
The project is within a Very High Fire Hazard Severity Zone (VHFHSZ) under the requirements of California 
Government Code Section 51178. Because of the school’s location, the Applicant will prepare a fuel modification 
plan, landscape plan, and irrigation plan.  The Fire/Vegetation Management Plan for the project was developed 
based upon the findings of a computer model used by the U.S. Forest Service to predict the rate of spread and 
direction of fire within the project area.  This plan was developed to create a defensible space that would prevent a 
wildfire from burning the campus. 

 
The Applicant is also required to prepare an emergency plan that will outline procedures and responsibilities to 
ensure a safe and orderly response in the event of adequate warning of a fire or other emergency.  Strategies for 
avoiding traffic congestion in an evacuation scenario will be included in the Emergency Plan.  Protocols given to 
parents and training sessions will outline and emphasize safe and orderly entrance and exit strategies.  Parents will 
be encouraged to use the Canwood Street access to the freeway and to avoid traveling through the intersection of 
Driver Avenue, Chesebro Road, Canwood Street, and Palo Comado Canyon Road. 

 
In the event there is inadequate warning of a fire, the project incorporates a shelter-in-place facility constructed 
using two-hour fire-rated exterior walls from foundation to roof, and sized to house all students and staff at a 
minimum ratio of 7 square feet per occupant.  This facility will provide enough breathing air for the expected 
occupant load for two hours.  The shelter-in-place procedure is the preferred protective action when there is 
inadequate time to evacuate. Based on the above, and with implementation of the fuel modification plans and 
compliance with applicable requirements for construction, access, water mains, fire hydrants, fire flows, brush 
clearance and fuel modification plans, no significant impacts are anticipated. 

 
The school’s internal road structure would also provide an alternative evacuation route for residents up Chesebro 
Canyon, alleviating congestion at the intersection of Driver Avenue, Chesebro Road, Canwood Street, and Palo 
Comado Canyon Road.  In addition to emergency access, the school’s vegetation management, fire-retardant 
construction and separation from the intense flames and heat of the fire will create a wildland buffer that serves as a 
refuge for fleeing residents as well as a protective buffer between the wildland areas and adjacent residents.  The 
school itself, with large open areas, can readily serve as a fire equipment staging area.  Therefore, the Proposed 
Project could provide beneficial community impacts in case of an emergency.  

 
Finally, the EIR evaluated the cumulative impact of the project based on methodology outlined on pages 4.0-1 
through 4.0-2 of the EIR.  As stated therein, the cumulative analysis is based upon either a list of past, present, and 
probable future projects or a summary of projections contained in the County’s General Plan.  Build-out of the land 
uses allowed by the General Plan, including the related projects known at this time, will increase demands on fire 
protection services.  Continued implementation of the County Fire Department's proactive fire fighting plans and 
policies would ensure the continued ability of the Department to meet the cumulative demand for fire and 
emergency services and meet recommended national fire protection service standards.  No significant cumulative 
impacts will result. 
 
Findings 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the Regional 
Planning Commission finds that the project’s adherence to the following mitigation measures from the EIR, which 
are incorporated into the project, will avoid or reduce the fire protection service impacts to a less than significant 
level. 
 
4.7-1 Concurrent with the issuance of building permits, the Applicant shall pay the Los Angeles County Fire 

Department Developer Fee in effect at that time based on actual building area. 
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4.7-2 The site plan for the proposed project shall provide sufficient capacity for fire flows of 5,000 gpm at 20 psi 
residual pressure for a five-hour duration for educational units and uses with a floor plan in excess of 
35,000 square feet, or such other fire flow required by the County Fire Department.  

 
4.7-3 Prior to framing, access, hydrants, and water supply shall be provided to comply with Section 902 of the 

Fire Code, which requires all-weather access. 
 
4.7-4 Vehicular access must be provided and maintained serviceable to all required fire hydrants throughout 

construction. 
 
4.7-5 Prior to issuance of occupancy permits, the development shall comply with County Building and Safety 

Code and Fire Code requirements associated with the provision of adequate site vehicular access (County 
Fire Code 10.207), and fire prevention and suppression. 

 
4.7-6 Prior to issuance of building permits, the project shall satisfy all conditions of approval for vehicular and 

Fire Department access. 
 
4.7-7 The Applicant shall install Fire Department-approved street signs and building numbers prior to issuance of 

occupancy permits. 
 
4.7-8 The Fire/Vegetation Management Plan prepared for the project shall be reviewed and approved by the Fire 

Department prior to issuance of building permits. 
 
6. Air Quality 
 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 
 
An evaluation of the potential air quality impacts of the proposed Project is found on pages 4.8-1 through 4.8-31 of 
the  EIR. 

 
The project would generate both construction-related and operation-related pollutant emissions. Construction-related 
emissions would be generated by on-site stationary sources, heavy-duty construction vehicles, construction worker 
vehicles, and energy use.  Operation-related emissions would be generated by on-site and off-site stationary sources 
and by mobile sources.  The project is expected to be constructed in several phases within a 12-year time span.  
Grading and earthwork activities for the entire project would be undertaken during the first two phases of the 
project, with approximately 72 percent occurring in the first phase.  Construction activity during Phase I would not 
generate emissions that exceed South Coast Air Quality Management District’s (SCAQMD’s) thresholds of 
significance, since the project would be subject to SCAQMD Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust.  Further, combined 
construction and operational emissions resulting from operation of initial phases of the project, and construction of 
latter phases would not exceed SCAQMD’s thresholds of significance.  Operation of the proposed school would not 
generate a volume of air emissions that exceed the thresholds of significance and so would not result in significant 
air quality impacts. 

 
Modeling was also used to determine if traffic generated by the project would result in significant increases in 
carbon monoxide levels at five intersections that will likely be impacted by the project.  The analysis concluded that 
CO levels should be well below the stringent state standards.  Thus, vehicle trips associated with the project would 
not cause a CO hotspot, and sensitive receptors within the proposed project and in the vicinity of the project site 
would not be exposed to a CO hotspot. 

 
The California Air Resources Board has classified diesel exhaust as a toxic pollutant that may pose a threat to 
human health.  The US 101 does not provide the connection between major ports, rail spurs, and airports, which 
generate heavy volumes of truck traffic.  A health risk assessment prepared by the SCAQMD in order  to identify 
areas eligible for funding under the Carl Moyer Program indicates that the project site is not located along a freeway 
corridor where there exists a cancer risk of one in one million or greater.  Based on the above, sufficient evidence is 
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available to indicate that project operation at this location would not result in a significant health risk from exposure 
to diesel exhaust. 

 
Finally, the  EIR evaluated the cumulative impact of the project based on the methodology outline on pages 4.8-30 
through 4.8-31 of the  EIR recommended by the SCAQMD.  The analysis of cumulative impacts focuses on 
determining whether the project is consistent with forecasted future regional growth.  If all cumulative projects are 
individually consistent with the growth assumptions upon which the SCAQMD’s Air Quality Management Plan 
(AQMP) is based, then future development would not impede the attainment of ambient air quality standards and 
significant cumulative air quality impacts would not occur.  The proposed school is considered a conditionally 
permitted use within the Santa Monica Mountains North Area Plan, which is a subset of the County General Plan.  
The control strategy of the AQMP is based on projections contained in local general plans.  For this reason, projects 
that are consistent with local general plans are considered consistent with air quality related regional plans, such as 
the AQMP.  Based on the above, and that the project would not cause a significant project impact, the emissions 
generated by the project are not considered cumulative considerable. 
 
Findings 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the Regional 
Planning Commission finds that the project’s adherence to the mitigation measures discussed below, in addition to 
the design features which are incorporated directly into the project, will avoid or reduce impacts related to air quality 
to a less than significant level. 

 
Each development project in the South Coast Air Basin (SCAB) is required to comply with standard construction 
emission control practices to minimize the amount of fugitive dust and construction equipment emissions generated 
during construction.  The SCAQMD has prepared a list of measures to reduce the impacts of construction-related 
emissions to the greatest extent possible.  Those that could be feasibly implemented during the development of the 
project, in addition to Rule 403 – Fugitive Dust, are as follows: 

 
(Note: these mitigation measures are recommended to ensure that emissions from overlapping construction and 
operational activities, associated with the anticipated 12-year duration of the project's construction, are maintained at 
less than significant levels.) 
 
4.8-1 Develop and implement a construction management plan, as approved by the County, which includes the 

following measures recommended by the SCAQMD, or equivalently effective measures approved by the 
SCAQMD: 

 
a. Configure construction parking to minimize traffic interference. 
 
b. Provide temporary traffic controls during all phases of construction activities to maintain traffic flow 

(e.g., flag person). 
 

c. Schedule construction activities that affect traffic flow on the arterial system to off-peak hours to the 
degree practicable. 

 
d. Re-route construction trucks away from congested streets. 
 
e. Consolidate truck deliveries when possible. 
 
f. Provide dedicated turn lanes for movement of construction trucks and equipment on- and off-site. 
 
g. Maintain equipment and vehicle engines in good condition and in proper tune as per manufacturers’ 

specifications and per SCAQMD rules, to minimize exhaust emissions. 
 
h. Suspend use of all construction equipment operations during second stage smog alerts.  Contact the 

SCAQMD at 800/242-4022 for daily forecasts. 
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i. Use electricity from power poles rather than temporary diesel- or gasoline-powered generators. 
 
j. If readily available at competitive prices, use methanol- or natural gas-powered mobile equipment and 

pile drivers instead of diesel. 
 
k. If readily available at competitive prices, use propane- or butane-powered on-site mobile equipment 

instead of gasoline. 
 
4.8-2 Develop and implement a dust control plan, as approved by the County, which includes the following 

measures recommended by the SCAQMD, or equivalently effective measures approved by the SCAQMD: 
 

a. Apply approved non-toxic chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specification or other 
measures agreed to by the County to all inactive construction areas (previously graded areas inactive 
for four days or more). 

 
b. Replace ground cover in disturbed areas as quickly as possible. 
 
c. Enclose, cover, water twice daily, or apply approved soil binders to exposed piles (i.e., gravel, sand, 

dirt) according to manufacturers’ specifications. 
 
d. Water active grading sites at least twice daily. 
 
e. Suspend all excavating and grading operations when wind speeds (as instantaneous gusts) exceed 25 

miles per hour. 
 
f. Provide temporary wind fencing consisting of 3- to 5-foot barriers with 50 percent or less porosity 

along the perimeter of sites that have been cleared or are being graded, if necessary. 
 
g. All trucks hauling dirt, sand, soil, or other loose materials are to be covered or should maintain at least 

two feet of freeboard (i.e., minimum vertical distance between top of the load and the top of the 
trailer), in accordance with Section 23114 of the California Vehicle Code. 

 
h. Sweep streets at the end of the day if visible soil material is carried over to adjacent roads (recommend 

water sweepers using reclaimed water if readily available). 
 
i. Install wheel washers where vehicles enter and exit unpaved roads onto paved roads, or wash off 

trucks and any equipment leaving the site each trip. 
 
j. Apply water three times daily or chemical soil stabilizers according to manufacturers’ specifications to 

all unpaved parking or staging areas or unpaved road surfaces. 
 
k. Enforce traffic speed limits of 15 miles per hour or less on all unpaved roads. 
 
l. Pave construction roads when the specific roadway path would be utilized for 120 days or more. 

 
4.8-3 Painting contractors shall utilize low ROC content paints and solvents.  The following SCAQMD website 

lists manufacturers who supply interior and exterior low or zero ROC paints: 
http://www.aqmd.Gov/business/brochures/zerovoc.htm.   

 

http://www.aqmd.gov/business/brochures/zerovoc.htm
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7.  Hydrology and Water Quality 
 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 
 
An evaluation of the project's potential impacts on hydrology and water quality is found on pages 4.9-1 through 4.9-
17 of the  EIR. 

 
Building of the Heschel West School would result in the construction of additional impervious surfaces that would 
reduce water absorption and increase surface runoff and velocities.  The Applicant has prepared a drainage concept 
that identifies the methods of capturing and controlling runoff during a design year storm event.  The proposed 
drainage system is able to contain a design-year storm without causing flooding either on- or off-site.  In fact, the 
project would have a beneficial impact on adjacent residences located along Chesebro Road, because the land area 
tributary to the rear of these homes will be reduced in the developed condition.  Given that none of the proposed 
uses are within a 100-year flood hazard zone, and no downstream flooding is anticipated as a result of project build-
out, no significant impart is anticipated.  

 
With regards to water quality, construction and operation of proposed school is subject to the requirements of the 
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System program.  Use of the Best Management Practices as outline in the 
Storm Water Pollution Prevention Plan and Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan will reduce project related 
water quality impacts to less-than-significant levels.  

 
Additional facts to support the findings below are found in the record of proceedings for the project.  
 
Findings 
 
Pursuant to Public Resources Code Section 21081(a)(1) and State CEQA Guidelines Section 15091, the Regional 
Planning Commission finds that the project’s adherence to the following mitigation measures, in addition to the 
design features which are incorporated directly into the project, will avoid or reduce impacts related to hydrology 
and water quality to a less than significant level. 
 
4.9-1 Final drainage plans shall be prepared to ensure that no significant flooding would occur during or after site 

development.  These plans shall be prepared to the satisfaction of Los Angeles County Department of 
Public Works. 

 
4.9-2 Final grading plans shall be prepared to ensure that no significant erosion or sedimentation would occur 

during or after site development.  These plans shall be prepared to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles 
County Department of Public Works. 

 
4.9-3 The Applicant shall satisfy all applicable requirements of the NPDES program in effect at the time of 

project construction to the satisfaction of the Los Angeles County Department of Public Works.  These 
requirements include preparation of a Standard Urban Storm Water Mitigation Plan containing structural 
treatment and source control measures appropriate and applicable to the project.  

 
C. Environmental Effects of the Project Which are Considered Unavoidable Significant Impacts 
 
8. Visual Qualities 
 
Facts in Support 
of Findings 
 
An evaluation of the potential visual resource impacts associated with this project is found on pages 4.1-1 through 
4.1-35 of the  EIR. 

 
Development of any use on the property would be governed by a Conditional Use Permit, which will contain design 
guidelines and development standards for the project.  These standards regulate building setbacks, building heights, 
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permitted density ranges, define roadway design and landscaping, parking requirements, and monumentation and 
signage.  Each of the above has been carefully crafted to create the desired character and visual image of the project. 

 
Site development would change the visual character of a portion of the site from vacant land to a developed or man-
made condition.  All phases of the project  have been designed to cluster development within the flatter, lower lying 
portions of the property.  An objective of the planning process was to preserve visually dominant landform features 
that characterize the site and surrounding viewsheds.  Moreover, the project has been designed to minimize mass 
and bulk conflicts with adjacent residences, for example by setting school buildings back approximately 280 feet 
from the rear yards of such residences, and by using  building architecture that is consistent with prevalent styles  in 
the community of Old Agoura.   

 
The project would also introduce new sources of light and glare that could spill over onto adjacent sensitive uses, 
including the adjacent wildlife corridor, if not properly designed and installed.  Mitigation is provided to reduce this 
impact to a less than significant level. 

 
On a cumulative basis, the US 101 corridor is experiencing a general trend towards urbanization.  This cumulative 
development is contributing to the loss of open space and changing the visual character of the area to one that is 
more urban in character, which is considered a cumulatively significant visual impact. 
 
Findings 
 
The significant cumulative and project-specific visual impacts associated with the project have been reduced to the 
extent feasible through incorporation of the mitigation measures enumerated below.  However, the Regional 
Planning Commission finds that development of the proposed project would result in the conversion of vacant land 
to developed use, which is considered a significant, unavoidable cumulative visual impact.  The Regional Planning 
Commission also finds that the significant impact identified above is outweighed by project benefits as set forth in 
the Statement of Overriding Considerations.   

 
4.1-1 Landscaping consisting of natural vegetation shall be placed along the southern perimeter of Chesebro 

Road, as defined on the site plan.  The purpose of this vegetation is to screen vistas of the completed 
project from motorists, walkers, and riders.  Installation of this vegetative screen shall occur prior to 
grading.  Maintenance and monitoring reports shall be prepared annually for a minimum of three years to 
ensure the long-term completion of this mitigation measure. 

4.1-2 A landscape/revegetation plan shall be prepared by a registered landscape architect for review and approval 
by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning and California Department of Fish and 
Game prior to the issuance of the grading permit.  The landscape/revegetation plan shall utilize indigenous 
plants and shall avoid invasive, non-native ornamentals to the maximum degree feasible. 

4.1-3 The Applicant shall prepare a lighting plan that identifies the type, layout, and luminaire wattage.  At a 
minimum the plan shall conform to the requirements defined below.  The County of Los Angeles 
Department of Regional Planning shall approve final lighting orientation and design. 

(1) Nuisance Prevention: All outdoor lighting fixtures shall be designed, located, installed and aimed 
downward or towards structures—if the light is effectively contained by the structure and no glare is 
visible off site—to prevent glare, light trespass and light pollution.  No lights shall be directed towards 
nearby residences or open space. 

(2) Lighting Levels: Outdoor lighting installations shall be designed to avoid harsh contrasts in lighting 
levels between the project site and the adjacent properties.   

 
• The illumination provided by parking lot lighting shall average no more than 0.05 watts/square 

foot, which equates to a lighting power density consistent with parking lots in Lighting Zone 2. 
 
• The illumination provided by on-site roadway lighting shall average no more than 0.03 
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watts/square foot, which equates to a lighting power density consistent with a two-lane roadway in 
Lighting Zone 2. 

 
• The illumination provided by on-site walkway lighting shall average no more than 0.08 

watts/square foot, which equates to a lighting power density consistent with walkways in Lighting 
Zone 2. 

 
(3) Lamp Types: Metal Halide or high-pressure sodium lamps should be used in all areas deemed as 

security risks.  Low wattage incandescent or compact florescent lamps should be used in all other 
portions of the campus. 

(4) Fixture Types: All outdoor lighting shall use cut-off luminaries with the light source downcast and 
fully shielded with no light emitted above the horizontal plane. 

(5) Accent Lighting: Architectural features may be illuminated by uplighting provided that the light is 
effectively contained by the structures, the lamps are low intensity used only to provide subtle lighting 
effects and no glare or light trespass is produced. 

(6) Security Lighting: Security lighting should be activated with motion sensors to the extent feasible. 
 

4.1-4 Project structures shall utilize non-reflective glass to avoid glare intruding onto adjacent residential 
properties. 

9. Biological Resources 

Facts in Support 
of Findings 
 
An evaluation of the Project's potential impacts on biological resources is found on pages 4.5-1 through 4.5-54 of 
the  EIR. 

 
Implementation of the proposed project would permanently convert approximately 27 acres of the 73-acre property 
from a natural to a developed condition.  In order to minimize disturbances associated with fuel modification, a 
Fire/Vegetation Management Plan has been prepared consistent with the County Fire Code(s).  Compliance with the 
requirements of the Fire/Vegetation Management Plan will result in the disturbance of approximately 4.5 acres of 
natural areas (included in the 27 acres referenced above).  Project construction would not directly impact special-
status plant species found on site.  However, there would be direct impacts to special-status communities’ habitats 
including Valley needlegrass grassland and coastal sage scrub, which are considered special-status plant 
communities.  To address project impacts, the Applicant has committed to putting fully 40 percent of its site into a 
permanent conservation easement, and the School is conditioned to dedicate to the National Park Service the portion 
of the site north of Chesebro Road, in the vicinity of Chesebro Creek.  Mitigation is also provided to compensate for 
the direct loss to special status habitat. 

 
The loss of some wildlife habitat during construction and operation of the proposed project could directly disturb 
wildlife residing on the project site, and/or utilizing lands immediately adjacent to the project site.  Project operation 
would result in indirect impacts associated with increased human presence, the introduction of artificial lighting or 
glare and stormwater runoff.  Project operation would not have a significant impact on the adjacent Liberty Canyon 
wildlife corridor located east and adjacent to the proposed site.  Implementation of recommended mitigation 
measures would reduce project-related impacts on common and special-status plants and wildlife, to a less than 
significant level. 

 
Finally, the  EIR evaluated the cumulative impact of the project based on methodology outlined on pages 4.0-1 
through 4.0-2 of the  EIR.  As stated therein, the cumulative analysis was based upon a list of past, present, and 
probable future projects.  Buildout of the North Area Plan would result in the incremental conversion of open space 
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to a “built environment.”  The cumulative loss of open space would reduce land available to meet various ecological 
requirements and this loss is considered to be cumulatively significant. 
 
Findings 
 
The project-specific biological resource impacts associated with the project have been  reduced to the extent feasible 
through incorporation of the mitigation measures enumerated below.  However, the Regional Planning Commission 
finds that development of the proposed project would result in the conversion of vacant land to developed use, 
which is considered a significant, unavoidable cumulative loss of open space.  The Planning Commission also finds 
that the significant impact identified above is  outweighed by project benefits as set forth in the Statement of 
Overriding Considerations.   

 
4.5-1 As a means of special-status species protection, prior to any grading/construction activities, pre-grading 

surveys for the mariposa lily and morning glory shall be conducted by a qualified botanist.  Pre- 
construction reports shall be provided to the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. The 
loss of any such species would be mitigated through on-site enhancement as articulated below under 
Mitigation Measure 4.5-6. 

4.5-2 Prior to any grading/construction activities, the Applicant shall install temporary fencing where site grading 
occurs adjacent to natural habitat to the north.  Fencing shall be maintained and monitored by the Applicant 
for the duration of the grading/construction period.  Monthly reports shall be provided to the County of Los 
Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 

4.5-3 No earlier than 20 days prior to any grading activity that would occur during the breeding season, pre-
construction/grading survey of the entire area proposed for grading/construction activities for any special-
status bird species shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.  If nests of special-status or other protected 
migratory bird species are observed, construction within 100 feet shall be postponed or halted at the 
discretion of the biological monitor, until the nest site is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined 
by the biologist.  Implementation of this measure would ensure that no loss of active nests of either species 
will occur and, therefore, will reduce impacts on nesting birds to a less than significant level.  Pre- 
construction reports shall be provided to the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. 

4.5-4 Bird nests, which are state and federally protected, will not be disturbed during and following construction 
activities.  The nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting on the site is typically 
February through August.  In order to determine if active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory 
Bird Treaty Act and/or the California Fish and Game Code are present in the construction zone or within 
300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of the construction zone, the Applicant shall have weekly field surveys 
conducted by a qualified biologist between 45 to 20 days (only) prior to construction activities.  If active 
nests are found, a minimum 300-foot (this distance may be greater depending on the bird species and 
construction activity, as determined by the biologist) fence barrier shall be erected around the nest site and 
clearing and construction within the fenced area shall be postponed or halted, at the discretion of the 
biological monitor, until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the biologist, and 
there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting.  The biologist shall serve as a construction monitor 
during those periods when construction activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no 
inadvertent impacts on these nests will occur.  In addition, fuel modification activities, including vegetation 
removal and pruning, will not be conducted during the nesting season (February through August). 

4.5-5 Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.  The project Applicant or qualified 
biologist will record the results of the recommended protective measures described in order to document 
compliance. 

4.5-6 A revegetation and maintenance plan shall be developed prior to the issuance of a grading permit by a 
qualified habitat restoration specialist acceptable to the Director of Planning, to be retained by the 
Applicant, that describes the specific actions, tasks, and methodologies to address the revegetation, 
enhancement, and maintenance of revegetated or restored habitat areas.  The plan would specify, at a 
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minimum, the following: (1) the location of revegetation and enhancement areas; (2) the quantity and 
species of plants to be planted as well as those to be removed; (3) planting procedures, including the use of 
soil preparation and irrigation; (4) a schedule and action plan to maintain and monitor the plantings for a 
minimum five-year period; and (5) a list of criteria (e.g., growth, native plant cover, survivorship) by which 
to measure success of the plantings, as well as contingency measures if the plantings are not successful.  
This plan shall be approved by the County DRP, National Park Service, and other appropriate resource 
agencies.  At a minimum, the plan will provide for the following replacement ratios and monitoring 
requirements:  

 
• The direct loss of needlegrass grassland community shall be replaced at a 2:1 ratio by revegetating land 

that currently supports California annual grassland vegetation.  The mitigation area will be located on 
site or at an alternative site approved by the CDFG and the Department of Regional Planning (DRP).  
Because of the disturbed nature of the on-site California annual grassland community and because it 
does not support Rare, Threatened, or Endangered species, the replacement of portions of this non-
native grassland community with a native grassland community will not result in additional significant 
impacts. 

 
• The direct loss of purple sage-California sage brush vegetation shall be replaced at a 1:1 ratio by 

enhancing remaining on-site disturbed or degraded vegetation. 
 

• CDFG, DRP and the selected biological monitor shall approve a monitoring plan.  At a minimum, the 
plan shall include quarterly monitoring by a qualified biologist for the first three years, and on an 
annual basis for two following years.  During each monitoring visit, hand removal of non-native 
vegetation will be conducted.  Approved success criteria shall be based on an overall percentage of 
vegetation cover and percentage of non-native plant species consistent with on-site high quality purple 
sage-California sagebrush habitat. 

 
4.5-7 The following measures will be required in order to comply with local, state, and federal regulations 

regarding impacts to ACOE, CDFG, NRCS, and RWQCB jurisdictional areas: 

 

(a) If determined practicable following review of the project plans by the Los Angeles County Fire 
Department, fuel modification zones shall not be closer than 75 feet to existing jurisdictional 
drainages. 

(b) Permitting as required by ACOE and RWQCB shall be executed pursuant to Section 404 of the federal 
Clean Water Act, for all impacts to waters of the US.  All conditions of the permits and certifications 
from these agencies that are designed to minimize impacts to biological resources and all measures to 
mitigate for the loss of jurisdictional habitats shall be implemented.  Prior to permitting, 
representatives of the ACOE must conduct a field verification, and subsequent certification, of the 
biological conditions, functions, (i.e., intermittent or ephemeral water flow) and extent of jurisdictional 
resources on the site. 

(c) If necessary, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be executed with CDFG pursuant to Section 
1603 of the California Fish and Game Code.  All conditions of that agreement designed to minimize 
impacts to biological resources, and all measures to mitigate for the loss of jurisdictional habitats, shall 
be implemented. 
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4.5-8 In order to protect the native plant communities that are located within the natural open space areas of the 
site, the plants listed in Table 4.5-5 in the  EIR will not be planted.  In addition, the landscaped areas and 
the fuel modification zone shall utilize locally indigenous plants to the greatest extent feasible.  The 
landscaping plans for the project shall be reviewed by a qualified botanist and DRP for approval prior to 
grading permit who shall recommend appropriate provisions to prevent other invasive plant species from 
colonizing remaining natural areas. 

 
4.5-9 The Applicant will obtain a County-approved biological monitor to coordinate and periodically monitor 

construction activity to ensure that incidental construction impacts on biological resources are avoided or 
minimized.  The monitor will be given authorization to stop specific construction activities if violations of 
mitigation measures or any local, state, or federal laws are suspected.   
 
Responsibilities of the monitor include: 
 
• Review/stake the construction limits in the field with the contractor and the County inspector in 

accordance with the final approved grading plan.  The limits shall clearly delineate the location of 
Catalina mariposa lilies, California black walnuts, Valley oak tree, jurisdictional drainages, and the 
preserved natural open space areas on site. 

 
• Prepare an instruction sheet for all equipment operators who will work on the site.  The instruction 

sheet shall include information that will be stated in the CDFG Streambed Alteration Agreement, 
including, but not limited to, nesting bird information, protection of the preserved jurisdictional areas 
from litter, contaminants, and debris.  Each operator will be required to sign an acknowledgment that 
they are aware of these conditions and that their violation of such conditions may result in their 
termination of work on the site and financial responsibility for correction of damage. 

 
• The biological inspector shall conduct meetings with the contractor and other key construction 

personnel to describe the importance of restricting work to within the grading limit and outside of the 
preserved areas and to emphasize the sensitivity of nesting birds.  The inspector should also discuss 
staging/storage areas for construction equipment and materials.  The biological inspector shall 
investigate all on-site storage areas to minimize impacts to biological resources.  Construction access, 
parking, storage of equipment and materials shall not occur within 25 feet of the drip-line of any 
California black walnut or Valley oak trees. 

 
4.5-10 The construction contractor will ensure that temporary fencing is installed at the limit of grading near 

sensitive resources identified by the biological monitor.  The fencing will remain in place until grading and 
excavation work is complete, and will be removed under the direction of the biological inspector.  Prior to 
fence installation, the fencing contractor will be instructed to avoid driving on or immediately adjacent to 
sensitive biological resources, including remaining trees, remaining jurisdictional resources, and remaining 
natural habitats. 

 
4.5-11 Where necessary, erosion control measures shall be constructed on the slopes below grading areas to 

prevent erosion and deposition of materials into areas with remaining California black walnut or Valley oak 
trees during grading and construction activities.  These erosion control measures will also prevent silts from 
entering drainages. 
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Section III 
Description And Background Of The Proposed Interim School Student Carpool/Busing Plan 
 
A. Introduction 
 
Following the RPC approval of the Project and certification of the EIR, a number of permanent mitigation 
improvements associated with the Project were identified by California Department of Transportation (Caltrans) 
which would push the opening of the School well beyond the desired occupancy date.  As such, at its meeting of 
January 23, 2007, the Los Angeles County Board of Supervisors (the Board) directed the School to consider an 
“interim” School that might feasibly be utilized prior to the installation of the “ultimate” permanent traffic 
mitigation improvements included in the project’s conditions of approval (the Interim School Project).   
 
This solution required the School to develop an interim traffic plan that avoids all project-specific tertiary, and 
cumulative traffic impacts, provides an enhanced, measurable, and enforceable busing and/or carpooling program, 
and includes the evaluation of alternative access routes including but not necessarily limited to a one-way egress at 
Chesebro Road.  Based on the Board’s direction, a carpool/busing plan and associated Supplemental Environmental 
Analysis ("SEA") was prepared to consider operation of the school under this “Interim” condition, and circulated for 
a 45-day public review from October 1, 2001 through November 14, 2007.  
 
B. Interim School Project Description 
 
Pursuant to the Board's direction, an Interim School Student Carpool/Busing Plan (Interim School Project) was 
designed that would allow the school to begin operation with a student population of 390 students and avoids all 
project-specific, tertiary and cumulative traffic impacts.  The Interim School Project includes limited occupancy, at a 
maximum of 390 students in grades pre-K through 8th Grade and would include the development of associated 
buildings and recreational facilities described in the EIR under Phase I or Phase II.  Mitigation measures include a 
measurable and enforceable busing and/or carpooling program (the Carpool/Busing Plan).  The Carpool/Busing 
Plan, as described in the SEA and outlined in Table 1 of the Traffic Impact Analysis, specifies inbound, outbound 
and total allowable vehicle trips during each of eight specific time periods throughout the day.  The School will be 
required to comply with each of these trip cap allowances.   
 
The Carpool/Busing Plan includes a vehicle trip monitoring program to the Interim School Project adheres to the 
vehicle trip limits and will not exceed traffic impacts attributable to the project on streets in the surrounding area.  
The monitoring and enforcement program will be incorporated into the project’s overall CEQA mitigation 
monitoring and reporting program (MMRP).  The monitoring program will include monthly compliance checks 
through random, unannounced traffic counts conducted over three consecutive days by a County or County-
approved traffic consultant (Tier One Count).  If violations are detected in the Tier One Count, a follow-up Tier Two 
Count will be performed within 15 days.  If the Tier Two Count reveals non-compliance the School will be subject 
to a fine of $100 per vehicle trip in excess of the daily trip caps.   If, over the course of a semester, four or more Tier 
One Count violations or two or more Tier Two Count violations are detected, the maximum permitted student 
enrollment for the subsequent school year will be reduced.  Further, on a yearly basis, prior to the start of the school 
year, the School must submit a transportation management program to the County Department of Public Works.   
 
In addition to the monitoring program, two important physical components of the Carpool/Busing Plan include  a 
one-way loop for site access, involving one-way ingress at Canwood Street and one-way egress at Chesebro Road 
and an alternative location for vehicular access to and from the the School, along the east side of Palo Comado 
Canyon Road approximately halfway between the 101 Freeway’s northbound on/off ramps and the intersection of 
Palo Comado Canyon Road with Driver Avenue and Chesebro Road (the Mid-Block Access).   
 
The SEA also examines the School’s most recent plans for grading in connection with the two proposed access 
routes for the School – the access proposed in the EIR, immediately north of Canwood Street (the Canwood Access) 
and the Mid-Block Access described above.  The refined grading plans for the Canwood Access involve a 7 percent 
grade and retaining walls no taller than 10 feet and the grading plans for the Mid-Block Access roadway involve a 
landscaped sound-attenuating berm along the northern edge of the roadway, a landscaped median wall, and a 
landscaped bench drain south of the roadway.  
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C. Summary of SEA and Findings   
 
One of the primary bases for the creation of the Interim School Plan is to further minimize environmental impacts – 
specifically, traffic impacts – in response to agency and public comments.  The Carpool/Busing Plan does not 
amount to a substantial change to the Project, nor to the circumstances under which the Project is being undertaken, 
and accordingly could not reasonably result in new significant environmental effects or a substantial increase in the 
severity of impacts identified in the EIR.   
 
Specifically, regarding potential traffic impacts resulting from the Interim School Project, even without the  
“ultimate” traffic and access improvements being considered by Caltrans, the School can operate without causing 
any significant traffic impacts at any of the five study intersections, provided that an aggressive student 
Carpool/busing program is used in combination with either the One-Way Loop or the Mid-Block Access scenarios 
for vehicular access to the campus.  The net impacts of the proposed interim Heschel School (with carpool/busing 
and either the One-Way Loop or the Mid-Block Access) would also be well below the generally recognized 
thresholds for significance for impacts on any arterial monitoring intersection or freeway segment, or neighborhood 
streets. 
 
Regarding potential impacts to air quality, the existing daily operational emissions would not exceed the 
SCAQMD’s significance thresholds without the Interim School Project.  With the introduction of the Interim School 
Project, mobile source emissions are further reduced and total operational emissions will remain below the 
significance thresholds. 
 
Finally, regarding potential noise impacts, implementation of the Interim School Project would not increase the 
severity of an existing impact nor create a new impact not previously disclosed in the EIR. 
 
Section IV 
 
Findings Regarding Considerations Which Make Certain Alternatives Analyzed in the EIR Infeasible  

 
The Regional Planning Commission makes the following findings and statements of fact regarding project 
alternatives identified in the EIR pursuant to  Section 15091(a)(3) of the State CEQA Guidelines. 

 
The consideration of alternatives is an integral component of the CEQA process.  The selection and evaluation of a 
reasonable range of alternatives provides the public and decision-makers with information on ways to avoid or 
lesson environmental impacts created by a proposed project.  When selecting alternatives for evaluation, CEQA 
requires alternatives that meet most of the basic objectives of the project while avoiding or substantial lessening the 
significant effects.  

 
The State CEQA Guidelines state that a suitable alternative, which should be considered for some projects, is an 
alternative location.  The Applicant considered over 18 separate sites during the search for a suitable campus 
location.  However, there is no other site of suitable size, that could be acquired by the Applicant, that was zoned or 
contained General Plan designations suitable for an education facility, and which would go as far towards feasibly 
meeting the following basic project objectives:  

 
• Design the campus in a manner that preserves the area’s natural terrain. 
 
• Construct a "state-of-the-art" private, educational institution to accommodate the growing demand 

for a Jewish educational, cultural, and recreational facility in the Conejo Valley; 

• Accommodate a student population of sufficient size to support community demand and the range 
of creative and physical education programs and facilities (auditorium, dedicated library, 
gymnasium, athletic fields) needed to promote the academic needs of current and future students, 
faculty, and staff; 

 
• Site the facility in the demographic center of the existing school population and the Jewish 

population in order to minimize travel times and maximize access to the facility; 
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• Promote learning by providing a quiet educational experience;  

 
• Provide opportunities for public and private youth oriented recreational activities, and a 

community meeting facility; and 
 
• Promote school security by locating the school on a secluded site with controlled access. 
 
 

Analysis of a range of alternatives has been performed to provide information on ways to lessen or avoid the impacts 
of the proposed Heschel West School Project.  Five alternatives were analyzed in the  EIR.  These alternatives are 
summarized in the  EIR and include: (1) the No Project/No Development Alternative; (2) the Subdivision 
Alternative; (3) the Modified Site Plan; (4) the Reduced Development Intensity; and (5) the Alternative Means of 
Access Alternative.   

 
Of these alternatives, the No Project/No Development Alternative is considered the environmentally superior 
alternative, but it fails to meet any of the basic project objectives.  Section 15326(d)(2) of the State CEQA 
Guidelines indicates that, if the No Project Alternative is the “environmentally superior” alternative, the EIR shall 
also identify an environmentally superior alternative among the other alternatives.   

 
 

In this instance, the Reduced Development Intensity Alternative is considered environmentally superior to the 
proposed project.  However, social and other considerations make this alternative infeasible.  Specifically, this 
alternative would not accommodate a student population of sufficient size to support community demand and the 
range of creative and physical education programs and facilities need to promote the academic needs of current and 
future students, faculty, and staff.   

 
The Subdivision Alternative is considered inferior to the proposed project with respect to impacts on visual qualities 
and biological resources; superior to the proposed project with respect to impacts on transportation/circulation and 
air quality, and equivalent to the proposed project with respect to noise impacts, impacts on human health, 
geology/geotechnical hazards, fire services, and hydrology/water quality.  In sum, the Subdivision Alternative is not 
considered environmentally superior to the proposed project.  The Subdivision Alternative would not meet any of 
the basic project objectives.  

 
The Modified Site Plan Alternative is considered inferior to the proposed project with respect to noise impacts and 
impacts on visual qualities; superior to the proposed project with respect to impacts on biological resources; and 
functionally equivalent to the proposed project with respect to all other impacts.  In sum, while it would meet many 
of the basic project objectives, the Modified Site Plan Alternative is not considered environmentally superior to the 
proposed project. 
 
The Alternative Means of Access Alternative is considered equivalent  to the proposed project with respect to all 
potential environmental impacts, except that a Palo Comado Road ("Mid-Block") Access Alternative is considered 
inferior to the proposed project with respect to noise impacts.  Thus, while the Alternative Means of Access 
Alternative would meet all of the basic project objectives, it is not considered environmentally superior to the 
proposed project. 

 
Section V 
Findings Regarding Growth Inducing Impacts  
 
In general terms, a project may foster spatial, economic or population growth in a geographic area if it meets any 
one of the criteria that are identified below. 

 
• The project removes an impediment to growth (e.g., the establishment of an essential public 

service, or the provision of new access to an area);  
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• The project results in the urbanization of land in a remote location (Leap-Frog Development);  
 

• Economic expansion or growth occurs in an area in response to the project (e.g., changes in 
revenue base, employment expansion, etc.);  

 
• The project establishes a precedent setting action (e.g., a change in zoning or general plan 

amendment approval).  
 
The project site is located within the County of Los Angeles. The property is designated by the North Area Plan as 
N5 and is zoned A-1-5.  A private school is a conditionally permitted use within the A-1-5 zone.  The property can 
be afforded all necessary municipal services and supporting infrastructure without major expansions to existing 
systems.  Given the above, the RPC finds that the project is not  growth inducing.  

 
Section VI 
Findings Regarding Significant Irreversible Environmental Changes  
 
Uses of nonrenewable resources during the initial and continued phases of a proposed project may be irreversible if 
a large commitment of these resources makes their removal or non-use thereafter unlikely.  According to Section 
15126(f) of the State CEQA Guidelines, the irretrievable commitment of such resources should be evaluated to 
assure that their current consumption by a proposed project is justified.  Here,  the proposed Heschel West School 
Project will commit some presently undeveloped lands, to urban uses.  The commitment of undeveloped land to 
urbanized uses is, essentially, and irreversible environmental change.  

 
In addition, construction of the proposed land uses would contribute to the incremental depletion of resources, 
including renewable as well as slowly- or non-renewable resources.  Resources, such as lumber and other forest 
products, as well as water, are generally considered renewable resources.  Such resources would likely be 
replenished during the time it takes for the project to become fully built out and occupied.  For example, lumber 
supplies are increased as seedlings mature into trees, while water supplies are replenished as water is redistributed 
through the action of the hydrologic cycle.  Given this, the development of the project would not result in the 
irreversible commitment of renewable resources, although there would be an incremental increase in the demand for 
them over its lifetime.  

 
The demand for all such resources is expected to increase whether or not the proposed project is developed.  The 
Department of Finance indicates that the population of southern California will increase 62 percent over the thirty-
year period between 1990 and the year 2020.  The resources consumed by the proposed project would be used to 
meet the need for a wide array of educational opportunities created by this growth.  These resources would likely be 
committed to other projects in the region intended to meet this demand if the proposed project was not developed.  
Further, the investment of resources in the proposed project would be typical of the level of investment normally 
required for a community of this scale.  Provided that all standard building codes, including energy conservation 
standards, are followed, no wasteful use of energy or construction resources is anticipated.  

 
Section VII 
Recirculation of the Draft EIR 
 
Revisions to the EIR have been made as a result of the comments submitted on the RDEIR.  These revisions only 
clarify, amplify, or make insignificant modifications to the conclusions reached in the RDEIR.  None of these 
revisions represent significant new information that would result in the identification of a new significant impact or 
an increase in severity of such an impact, from either the projects or from a new mitigation measure proposed for 
implementation as part of the projects.  Nor do these revisions include a new mitigation measure to reduce a 
significant impact that has been declined by the project Applicant.  

 
Therefore, the Regional Planning Commission finds that Section 15088.5 of the State CEQA Guidelines does not 
require recirculation of the RDEIR, as the revisions made to the RDEIR merely clarified or amplified information 
found in that document. 

 
Section  VIII 
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Certification 
 
 
The Board of Supervisors certifies that: 
 
(1)  The Final EIR has been completed in compliance with CEQA;  
 
(2)    The Final EIR was reviewed and considered by the Board of Supervisors prior to approving the 

project; and 
 
(3) The Final EIR reflects the independent judgment and analysis of the County of Los Angeles. 
 

 
Section IX 
Statement of Overriding Considerations 

 
As set forth in the preceding sections, the implementation of the Project may result in significant adverse 
environmental impacts that cannot be avoided even with the adoption of all feasible mitigation measures.  Despite 
the occurrence of these effects, however, the County chooses to approve the Project because, in its view, the 
economic, social, and other benefits of the Project would render such adverse impacts effects acceptable. 
 
The following statements identify why, in the County’s judgment, the benefits of the Project as approved outweigh 
its unavoidable significant effects.  Any one of these reasons is sufficient to justify approval of the Project.  Thus, 
even if every reason is not supported by substantial evidence, the County would stand by its determination and each 
individual reason is sufficient.  The substantial evidence supporting the various benefits can be found in the 
preceding findings, which are incorporated by reference into this section, and into the documents found in the 
Record of Proceedings. 
 
The County finds that the benefits of the Project would include the following: 
 
Educational Facility 
 
The proposed modern campus will help to meet the demand for high-quality educational, cultural, and recreational 
opportunities in the growing Conejo Valley.  The facilities will accommodate a student population of sufficient size 
to provide the array of programs and amenities (including an auditorium, dedicated library, gymnasium, and athletic 
fields) that are highly important to the academic and personal success of current and future students, and to the 
training and retention of school faculty and staff. 
 
Open Space Conservation 
 
The proposed project will result in the protection of approximately 29 acres of open space, through a permanent 
conservation easement. The area to be preserved is located adjacent to Liberty Canyon, which is owned by the Santa 
Monica Mountains Conservancy, and which is regarded as one of the last viable wildlife movement corridors 
connecting the Santa Monica Mountains to the Angeles and Los Padres National Forests through the Simi Hills 
adjacent to the project site.  
 
Safety and Security 
 
The proposed project will promote public safety and security.  Not only would the school be located on a secluded 
site with controlled access, but also the school’s emergency access road would provide an alternative evacuation 
route for residents of Chesebro Canyon.  This would alleviate emergency traffic congestion at the intersection of 
Driver Avenue, Chesebro Road, Canwood Street, and Palo Comado Canyon Roads.  In addition, the school's 
vegetation management and fire-retardant construction would help to create a protective buffer between wildland 
areas and adjacent residences, and the campus could also serve as a refuge for nearby residents in the event of fire. 
 
Community Meeting Facility 
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The proposed project will include a convenient meeting facility, which could provide opportunities for public and 
private youth-oriented recreational activity.  Summertime and/or weekend daytime special events, educational and 
recreational programs and activities will occur on a periodic basis.  These activities and events may include religious 
and cultural programs, graduations, seminars, adult education classes, board meetings, and recreational sports 
activities. 
 
Provision of School Faculty Jobs 
 
The proposed project has been designed to accommodate a staff of 97 at build-out.  The school currently operates 
with a staff of 40 and it is anticipated that existing staff would transfer over to the new site upon completion of the 
first phase of construction.  The project will provide quality jobs for teachers, school administrators, and support 
staff.  
 
Provision of Construction Jobs 
 
Construction of the Project will provide, over the anticipated 12-year building period, work for numerous 
individuals in the construction industry, as well as for architects, engineers and other professionals. 
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	4.1-1 Landscaping consisting of natural vegetation shall be placed along the southern perimeter of Chesebro Road, as defined on the site plan.  The purpose of this vegetation is to screen vistas of the completed project from motorists, walkers, and riders.  Installation of this vegetative screen shall occur prior to grading.  Maintenance and monitoring reports shall be prepared annually for a minimum of three years to ensure the long-term completion of this mitigation measure.
	4.1-2 A landscape/revegetation plan shall be prepared by a registered landscape architect for review and approval by the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning and California Department of Fish and Game prior to the issuance of the grading permit.  The landscape/revegetation plan shall utilize indigenous plants and shall avoid invasive, non-native ornamentals to the maximum degree feasible.
	4.1-3 The Applicant shall prepare a lighting plan that identifies the type, layout, and luminaire wattage.  At a minimum the plan shall conform to the requirements defined below.  The County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning shall approve final lighting orientation and design.
	(1) Nuisance Prevention: All outdoor lighting fixtures shall be designed, located, installed and aimed downward or towards structures—if the light is effectively contained by the structure and no glare is visible off site—to prevent glare, light trespass and light pollution.  No lights shall be directed towards nearby residences or open space.
	(3) Lamp Types: Metal Halide or high-pressure sodium lamps should be used in all areas deemed as security risks.  Low wattage incandescent or compact florescent lamps should be used in all other portions of the campus.
	(4) Fixture Types: All outdoor lighting shall use cut-off luminaries with the light source downcast and fully shielded with no light emitted above the horizontal plane.
	(5) Accent Lighting: Architectural features may be illuminated by uplighting provided that the light is effectively contained by the structures, the lamps are low intensity used only to provide subtle lighting effects and no glare or light trespass is produced.
	4.1-4 Project structures shall utilize non-reflective glass to avoid glare intruding onto adjacent residential properties.
	9. Biological Resources
	4.5-1 As a means of special-status species protection, prior to any grading/construction activities, pre-grading surveys for the mariposa lily and morning glory shall be conducted by a qualified botanist.  Pre- construction reports shall be provided to the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning. The loss of any such species would be mitigated through on-site enhancement as articulated below under Mitigation Measure 4.5-6.
	4.5-2 Prior to any grading/construction activities, the Applicant shall install temporary fencing where site grading occurs adjacent to natural habitat to the north.  Fencing shall be maintained and monitored by the Applicant for the duration of the grading/construction period.  Monthly reports shall be provided to the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning.
	4.5-3 No earlier than 20 days prior to any grading activity that would occur during the breeding season, pre-construction/grading survey of the entire area proposed for grading/construction activities for any special-status bird species shall be conducted by a qualified biologist.  If nests of special-status or other protected migratory bird species are observed, construction within 100 feet shall be postponed or halted at the discretion of the biological monitor, until the nest site is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the biologist.  Implementation of this measure would ensure that no loss of active nests of either species will occur and, therefore, will reduce impacts on nesting birds to a less than significant level.  Pre- construction reports shall be provided to the County of Los Angeles Department of Regional Planning.
	4.5-4 Bird nests, which are state and federally protected, will not be disturbed during and following construction activities.  The nesting/breeding season of native bird species potentially nesting on the site is typically February through August.  In order to determine if active nests of bird species protected by the Migratory Bird Treaty Act and/or the California Fish and Game Code are present in the construction zone or within 300 feet (500 feet for raptors) of the construction zone, the Applicant shall have weekly field surveys conducted by a qualified biologist between 45 to 20 days (only) prior to construction activities.  If active nests are found, a minimum 300-foot (this distance may be greater depending on the bird species and construction activity, as determined by the biologist) fence barrier shall be erected around the nest site and clearing and construction within the fenced area shall be postponed or halted, at the discretion of the biological monitor, until the nest is vacated and juveniles have fledged, as determined by the biologist, and there is no evidence of a second attempt at nesting.  The biologist shall serve as a construction monitor during those periods when construction activities will occur near active nest areas to ensure that no inadvertent impacts on these nests will occur.  In addition, fuel modification activities, including vegetation removal and pruning, will not be conducted during the nesting season (February through August).
	4.5-5 Construction personnel shall be instructed on the sensitivity of the area.  The project Applicant or qualified biologist will record the results of the recommended protective measures described in order to document compliance.
	4.5-6 A revegetation and maintenance plan shall be developed prior to the issuance of a grading permit by a qualified habitat restoration specialist acceptable to the Director of Planning, to be retained by the Applicant, that describes the specific actions, tasks, and methodologies to address the revegetation, enhancement, and maintenance of revegetated or restored habitat areas.  The plan would specify, at a minimum, the following: (1) the location of revegetation and enhancement areas; (2) the quantity and species of plants to be planted as well as those to be removed; (3) planting procedures, including the use of soil preparation and irrigation; (4) a schedule and action plan to maintain and monitor the plantings for a minimum five-year period; and (5) a list of criteria (e.g., growth, native plant cover, survivorship) by which to measure success of the plantings, as well as contingency measures if the plantings are not successful.  This plan shall be approved by the County DRP, National Park Service, and other appropriate resource agencies.  At a minimum, the plan will provide for the following replacement ratios and monitoring requirements: 
	 The direct loss of needlegrass grassland community shall be replaced at a 2:1 ratio by revegetating land that currently supports California annual grassland vegetation.  The mitigation area will be located on site or at an alternative site approved by the CDFG and the Department of Regional Planning (DRP).  Because of the disturbed nature of the on-site California annual grassland community and because it does not support Rare, Threatened, or Endangered species, the replacement of portions of this non-native grassland community with a native grassland community will not result in additional significant impacts.
	 The direct loss of purple sage-California sage brush vegetation shall be replaced at a 1:1 ratio by enhancing remaining on-site disturbed or degraded vegetation.
	 CDFG, DRP and the selected biological monitor shall approve a monitoring plan.  At a minimum, the plan shall include quarterly monitoring by a qualified biologist for the first three years, and on an annual basis for two following years.  During each monitoring visit, hand removal of non-native vegetation will be conducted.  Approved success criteria shall be based on an overall percentage of vegetation cover and percentage of non-native plant species consistent with on-site high quality purple sage-California sagebrush habitat.
	4.5-7 The following measures will be required in order to comply with local, state, and federal regulations regarding impacts to ACOE, CDFG, NRCS, and RWQCB jurisdictional areas:
	(a) If determined practicable following review of the project plans by the Los Angeles County Fire Department, fuel modification zones shall not be closer than 75 feet to existing jurisdictional drainages.
	(b) Permitting as required by ACOE and RWQCB shall be executed pursuant to Section 404 of the federal Clean Water Act, for all impacts to waters of the US.  All conditions of the permits and certifications from these agencies that are designed to minimize impacts to biological resources and all measures to mitigate for the loss of jurisdictional habitats shall be implemented.  Prior to permitting, representatives of the ACOE must conduct a field verification, and subsequent certification, of the biological conditions, functions, (i.e., intermittent or ephemeral water flow) and extent of jurisdictional resources on the site.
	(c) If necessary, a Streambed Alteration Agreement shall be executed with CDFG pursuant to Section 1603 of the California Fish and Game Code.  All conditions of that agreement designed to minimize impacts to biological resources, and all measures to mitigate for the loss of jurisdictional habitats, shall be implemented.
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